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Final Environmental Impact Statement on Reintroduction of the
Mexican Wolf Within Its Historic Range in the Southwestern United States

Lead agency: United States Department of the Interior,
Fish and Wildlife Service.

Cooperating agencies in preparation of the EIS:
Arizona Game and Fish Dep’t; New Mexico Dep’t of
Game and Fish; San Carlos Apache Tribe; U.S. Dep’t of
Agriculture, APHIS, Animal Damage Control; U.S.
Dep’t of Agriculture, Forest Service; U.S. Dep’t of the
Army, White Sands Missile Range.

States and counties where the Preferred Alternative is
located: Arizona: Apache and Greenlee Counties; New
Mexico: Catron, *Dofia Ana, Grant, *Lincoln, *Otero,
Sierra, and *Socorro Counties.

(* indicates counties thar are only in the Preferred
Alternative if the back-up White Sands Wolf

Recover-y Area is used.)

Abstract: The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS)
proposes to reintroduce a nonessential experimental
popularion of Mexican gray wolves (Canis lupus baileyi)
within part of the subspecies’ historic range in the
southwestern United States. The endangered Mexican
wolf currently is known to exist only in captivity. Under
the Preferred Alternative, commencing in 1997 or as
soon thereafter as practical, the FWS will gradually
release up to 15 pairs or family groups into the Blue
Range area of east-central Arizona. If it is determined to
be both necessary and feasible, up to five pairs or family
groups may be released into the back-up area, the White
Sands Missile Range of south-central New Mexico. The
objective is to re-establish 100 wild Mexican wolves
distributed over 5,000 mi? by about the year 2005. The
FWS and cooperating agencies will closely monitor,
study, and evaluate the reintroduction. They will have
authority under a Mexican Wolf Experimental Popula-
tion Rule to actively manage the wolves, including
preventing dispersal outside the designated wolf recovery
areas and moving or removing any wolves causing
significant conflicts.

The key impacts of the Preferred Alternative analyzed
in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) are
as follows. After the wolf population grows to approxi-
mately 100, it is projected to kill between one and 34
cattle annually, mostly calves. A private livestock depreda-
tion compensation fund exists. For the Blue Range Wolf
Recovery Area, the net long term effect on wild ungulates
is projected to be between 1,200 and 1,900 fewer elk, and
between 4,800 and 10,000 fewer deer, than would occur
if there were no wolves. If the back-up White Sands Wolf

Recovery Area is used, the net long term effect is pro-
jected to be between 760 and 2,000 fewer deer than
would occur if there were no wolves. Densities of coyotes
and mountain lions probably will drop in occupied wolf
range. The major regional economic impacts will be
reductions in the value of ungulate hunting and in
hunting expenditures. Some regional economic benefits
are expected from increases in tourism and in non-
hunting recreation associated with the wolf. Limited
minor land use restrictions may be imposed around
occupied release pens, dens, and rendezvous sites, on
public lands only, as necessary to prevent disturbance of
the wolves. The use of M-44s and choking neck snares in
occupied wolf range will be restricted. If the White Sands
Missile Range is used, some inconvenience, but no major
conflicts with military or testing uses, are expected from
wolf reintroduction.

The FEIS also analyses potential impacts of three
alternatives to the Preferred Alternative: 1) reintroduction
of nonessential experimental wolves limited to signifi-
cantly smaller recovery areas, 2) reintroduction of wolves,
in the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area only, with full
“endangered” status under the Endangered Species Act
and no restriction of wolf dispersal by managers, and 3) a
“No Action” alternative that considers the speculative
possibility of natural recolonization of wolves from
Mexico into southeastern Arizona, southwestern New
Mexico, and Big Bend National Park in Texas.

The FEIS will be given to decision makers in the
FWS and Department of Interior for a decision. A Notice
of Availability of the FEIS will be published in the
Federal Register. A Record of Decision can be approved
30 days after publication of the Notice of Availability.
Any decision on Mexican wolf recovery in the southwest-
ern United States will be well publicized. Send informa-
tion requests to: David R. Parsons, Mexican Wolf
Recovery Program, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, PO.
Box 1306, Albuquerque, NM 87 103.

Approved:
(Signaru
i or & /G5
(Date)

Nancy Kaufman
Regional Director, Region 2
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service



Final Environmental Impact Statement - Reintroduction of the Mexican
Wolf Within Its Historic Range in the Southwestern United States

Summary

Introduction

The United States Department of the Interior, Fish
and Wildlife Service (FWS), proposes to reintroduce
a nonessential experimental population of Mexican
gray wolves (Canis Lupus baileyi) within part of the
subspecies historic range in the southwestern United
States. The endangered Mexican wolf currently is
known to exist only in captivity. The FWS has
prepared a fina environmental impact statement
(FEIS) on its reintroduction proposa and three
aternative approaches to re-establishing the subspe-
cies under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). This
Summary outlines the full FEIS.

Cooperating Agencies in
Preparation of the EIS

Arizona Game and Fish Dep't; New Mexico Dep't of
Game and Fish; San Carlos Apache Tribe; U.S. Dep't
of Agriculture, APHIS, Anima Damage Control;
U.S. Dep't of Agriculture, Forest Service; U.S. Dep't
of the Army, White Sands Missile Range.

States and Counties Where the
Preferred Alternative is Located

Arizona: Apache and Greenlee Counties; New
Mexico: Catron, *Dona Ana, Grant, *Lincoln,
*Otero, Sierra, and *Socorro Counties.

(* indicates counties that are potentialy affected by
the Preferred Alternative only if the back-up White
Sands Wolf Recovery Area is used.)

Scoping, Public Review, and
Changes to the Draft EIS

This FEIS is based on a lengthy period of scoping,
preparation, review, and revision of a draft EIS
(DEIS). Fourpublic scoping meetings were held in
199 1 and 1992 to obtain public input regarding the
FWS’s general proposa to reintroduce Mexican
wolves. A total of 838 people attended. In addition,

public comment periods following the meetings
resulted in 1,324 written comments, which the FWS
compiled and analyzed. The seven main areas of
public concern related to: 1) the FWS’s planning of
the Proposed Action and the aternatives to it; 2)
impacts of wolf depredation on livestock; 3) eco-
nomic impacts, 4) ecological and biological impacts
of wolf recovery; 5) the viability of the captive
Mexican wolf population; 6) impacts on wildlife
management; and 7) philosophical and ethical
concerns. The interagency Mexican Wolf EIS Inter-
disciplinary Team, which oversaw the writing of the
EIS, considered these issues as well as additional
issues.

The DEIS was prepared between 1993 and
1995; it was released in June 1995. The public
comment period on the DEIS ended more than four
months later, on October 3 1. Public review was
extensive, with participation by amost 18,000
people or organizations, in a variety of ways. Four-
teen public open house meetings were held through-
out the potentially affected areas; total registered
attendance was 1,186. Three forma public hearings
were held in Austin, Texas; Phoenix, Arizona; and
Socorro, New Mexico; total registered attendance
was 95 1. Each written and transcribed oral comment
has been reviewed and considered in the preparation
of the FEIS. The public comments are on file and
available for inspection at the FWS Regional Office
in Albuquerque, New Mexico.

Notable changes from the DEIS to this FEIS are
listed below; they largely are in response to com-
ments received on the DEIS or to developments
since the DEIS was written. Also, numerous minor
corrections, revisions, and updates have been made.

Alternatives

. Re-writing of the Proposed Action as the
Preferred Alternative (Alt. A), now specifying
use of the biologicaly preferable Blue Range
Wolf Recovery Area (BRWRA) first, with the
White Sands Wolf Recovery Area (WSWRA)
as a back-up, only to be used if necessary and
feasible and if additional information is
available that the deer population can
support a wolf population. The specific



decision criteria in the DEIS regarding
whether to use the BRWRA or WSWRA
first have been deleted.

Deletion of the provision for closing
backcountry roads.

Support for a Citizen Advisory Committee
to advise on management.

Alt. B now proposes reintroductions in both
the BRWRA and WSWRA primary recovery
zones at the same time.

Alt. C now proposes full-endangered wolf
reintroduction into the BRWRA only. The
WSWRA is deleted as a potential reintroduc-
tion area under Alt. C, largely because the
reintroduction objective could be met with
releases to just the BRWRA with subsequent
unlimited expansion of the reintroduced
population. Related discussion of impacts to
the WSWRA and the adjacent potential
dispersal areas is deleted.

Rewording of Alt. D to emphasize the “No
Action” aspect and that natural recoloniza-
tion is very speculative. Costs of this aterna
tive are re-calculated. Less quantification is
provided in the impact discussion due to
greater emphasis on uncertainty.

Clarifications/Corrections

More discussion of historic information
about wolf depredation on livestock, in
Chap. 1 under Reasons for Listing.

New or more clear definitions of “problem
wolves,” “rendezvous sites,” and “distur-
bance-causing land use activities’” in the
Glossary, Appendix G. The latter definition
includes specific activities and types of public
access that may not be allowed within a
radius of one mile or less around active pens,
dens, and rendezvous sites, as well as exemp-
tions, i.e., activities specifically alowed.

Deletion of the provision for removing
wolves when they are “conflicting with a
major land use’; addition of a provision for
removing them if they endanger themseves
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by occurring when and where military or
testing activities are scheduled.

Clarification that modification of wolf
habitat (outside the protection areas for
pens, dens, and rendezvous sites) by land
uses in the recovery areas would not be
considered a “take” of nonessentia experi-
mental wolves under ESA sec. 9(a).

Apportionment of potential impacts on deer,
ek, hunting, and related economic impacts

by whether they would occur in Arizona or

New Mexico.

Discussion of potential impacts on bighorn
sheep in the BRWRA.

More discussion of potential impacts on the
San Carlos Apache Reservation.

Revision and more detailed explanation of
cost estimates for each aternative in
Appendix B.

Updates

Updated version of Appendix C, the Pro-
posed Mexican Wolf Experimental Popula
tion Rule, as published in the Federa
Register.

Inclusion of the detailed Public Comment
Summary and the Agency Comments on the
DEIS, both as part of Chap. 5, and both
with FWS responses to the comments.

A summary of the DEIS review process,
compilation of the numbers of various types
of public comments received, and a listing of
personnd involved in the public review
process.

New Mexico League of Women Voters wolf
opinion survey results.

Impacts from wolf reintroduction in
Yellowstone and Central |daho to date.



. Drought and management impacts on deer,
oryx, and fera horse populations on White
Sands Missile Range.

. Proposed reductions in permitted grazing to
Apache Nationa Forest alotments in
BRWRA.

. Mexican spotted owl recovery in Cumulative

Impacts section and discussion on impacts
on National Forest management.

. Status of captive Mexican wolf population
and genetics, and revision of taxonomy and
historic range sections.

. More current information on investigations
of whether any Mexican wolves remain in
the wild in the U.S. or Mexico (none
confirmed).

New Appendices

Appendix J - Update on Yelowstone and Central
Idaho Gray Wolf Reintroductions and Economic
Benefits of Wolf Recovery, and Appendix K -
Response to Mr. Dennis Parker's Comment on
the DEIS.

Future Decision Making

A Notice of Availability of this FEIS is being pub-
lished in the Federal Register. The FEIS will be given
to decision makers in the FWS and Department of
Interior. A Record of Decision can be approved 30
days after publication of the Notice of Availability.
Any decision on Mexican wolf recovery in the
southwestern United States will be well publicized.
Send information requests to: David R. Parsons,
Mexican Wolf Recovery Program, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, PO. Box 1306, Albuquerque,

NM 8710.3.

—

Gttt s &, ) 56
/ (Dare)

Nancy Kaufman
Regiona Director, Region 2
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
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Background

Mexican Gray Wolf Description

The Mexican wolf is the southernmost and one of
the smallest subspecies of the North American gray
wolf. Adults weigh 50 to 90 Ibs., average 46" to 5’6"
in total length, and reach 26” to 32" in height at the
shoulder. Its pelt color varies. The “lobo”-its
popular name-is genetically distinct from other
wolves and no confirmed population exists outside
captivity. It is one of the rarest land mammals in the
world. International experts rate recovery of the
Mexican wolf subspecies as the highest priority of al
gray wolf recovery programs.

Reasons for Listing

Many factors contributed to the Mexican wolf’'s
demise, but the concerted federal eradication effort
in the early 1900s was predominant. Other factors
were: commercial and recreationa hunting and
trapping; kiliing of wolves by game managers on the
theory that more game animals would be available
for hunters; habitat ateration; and safety concerns,
although no documentation exists of Mexican wolf
attacks on humans.

Reintroduction Procedures

All Mexican wolves to be released under Alternatives
A, B, and C, below, would come from the certified
U.S. captive population of 114 animas (as of March
1996) maintained in 24 zoos, wildlife parks, and
other facilities located around the country. The
wolves have exhibited no major genetic, physical, or
behavioral problems affecting their fitness resulting
from captivity. The FWS will move mae/female
pairs identified as candidates for possible release to
its captive wolf management facility on the Sevilleta
National Wildlife Refuge, north of Socorro, New
Mexico. In the event of a decision to proceed with
reintroduction, the FWS would select release ani-
mals from among the candidate pairs based on
reproductive performance, behaviora compatibility,
response to the adaptation process, and other factors.
Only wolves that are geneticaly well-represented in
the remaining captive population would be used as
release stock.



Alternatives

Alternative A (the Preferred Alternative): The
U.S. Fish and wildlife Service proposes to
reintroduce Mexican wolves, classified as
nonessential experimental, into the Blue Range
Wolf Recovery Area. Wolves will be released into
the primary recovery zone and allowed to dis-
perse into the secondary recovery zone. If fea-
sible and necessary to achieve the recovery
objective of 100 wolves, a subsequent reintroduc-
tion of wolves into the White Sands Wolf Recov-
ery Area will be conducted.

In 1997, the FWS will begin to reintroduce family
groups of captive-raised Mexican wolves into the
primary recovery zone of the BRWRA (Fig. 1). The
FWS will gradually release up to 15 family groups
into the BRWRA and later, if necessary and feasible,
up to five family groups into the back-up WSWRA
(Fig. 1). Reproduction in the wild would increase
the populations to approximately the recovery
objective. Wolves will be released into the primary
recovery zone and alowed to disperse into the
secondary recovery zone.

The recovery objective of the Preferred Alterna
tive is to re-establish 100 wild wolves distributed
over more than 5,000 mi’ by about the year 2005,
consistent with the 1982 Mexican Wolf Recovery
Plan. The FWS projects that the population will
eventualy fluctuate near this level as result of natura
processes, such as intra-specific aggression and
changes in prey abundance and vulnerability, and
management actions, such as problem wolf control
and trandocation. The FWS and its cooperators will
monitor, research, evaluate, and actively manage the
wolves, including trandocating or removing wolves
that disperse outside the wolf recovery areas or that
cause significant conflicts.

A federa regulation will designate the popula
tion to be released as experimental and nonessential
to the continued existence of the subspecies. This
Mexican Wolf Experimental Population Rule will
delineate the precise geographic boundaries (see Box
1) and prescribe the protective measures and
management authority that apply. No formal ESA
Section 7 consultation would be required regarding
potential impacts of land uses on nonessential
experimental Mexican wolves, except on Nationa
Wildlife Refuges and National Park Service areas.

Summary

Reintroduction will occur under management
plans that allow dispersal by the new wolf popula
tions from the immediate release areas (“primary
recovery zones’) into designated adjacent areas
(“secondary recovery zones’) (Fig. 1). However, the
FWS and cooperating agencies will not allow the
wolves to establish territories outside these wolf
recovery area boundaries unless this occurs on
private or triba lands and the land manager does not
object. The FWS would attempt to enter into
cooperative management agreements with such
landowners regarding control of the wolves. If the
land manager objects to the presence of wolves on
private or tribal lands, field personnel would recap-
ture and relocate the wolves.

The FWS and the cooperating agencies will use
a flexible “adaptive management” approach based on
careful monitoring, research, and evaluation
throughout the release phase. This will include
adjusting the numbers actualy released according to
the needs and circumstances at the time. Initidly, to
reduce the likelihood of wolf dispersa onto the
White Mountain Apache and San Carlos Apache
reservations to the west, the wolf releases will occur
on the eastern side of the BRWRA primary recovery
zone, close to the Arizona/New Mexico border. The
FWS will encourage and support the formation of a
Citizen Advisory Committee, or similar manage-
ment oversight body, to assist the FWS and cooper-
ating agencies in responding to citizen concerns.

The following future circumstances will be
considered in decision-making about using the
WSWRA subsequent to initia releases in the
BRWRA:

whether using the WSWRA, in combination
with the BRWRA, is necessary to achieve the
recovery objective of re-establishing 100
wolves; that is, it would be used if it appears
that the initial introduction in the BRWRA
will not achieve a total population of 100
wolves,

whether, based on future research, it appears
that the WSWRA deer herd could support a
wolf population that would contribute to
meeting the recovery objective, and

other future circumstances that could affect
the feasibility of using the WSWRA, such as



Figure 1. Mexican Wolf Geographic Boundaries.
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Summary

Box 1. Geographic boundaries for Mexican wolf reintroduction (see Fig. 1).

Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area: al of the Apache National Forest and al of the Gila Nationa Forest.

BRWRA primary recovery zone: the area within the Apache Nationa Forest bounded on the north by the
Apache-Greenlee County line; on the east by the ArizonasNew Mexico State line; on the south by the San
Francisco River (eastern half) and the southern boundary of the Apache National Forest (western half); and on
the west by the Greenlee-Graham County line (San Carlos Apache Reservation boundary).

BRWRA secondary recovery zone: the remainder of the BRWRA not in the primary recovery zone.

White Sands Wolf Recovery Area: dl of the White Sands Missile Range, the White Sands National Monu-
ment, and the San Andres National Wildlife Refuge, and the area adjacent and to the west of the Missile Range
bounded on the south by the southerly boundary of the U.S. Department of Agriculture Jornada Experimental
Range and the northern boundary of the New Mexico State University Animal Science Ranch; on the west by
the New Mexico Principal Meridian; on the north by the Pedro Armendaris Grant boundary and the Sierra-
Socorro County line; and on the east by the western boundary of the Missile Range.

WSWRA primary recovery zone: the area within the White Sands Missile Range bounded on the north by
the road from former Cain Ranch Headquarters to Range Road 16, Range Road 16 to its intersection with
Range Road 13, Range Road 13 to its intersection with Range Road 7; on the east by Range Road 7; on the
south by U.S. Highway 70; and on the west by the Missile Range boundary.

WSWRA secondary recovery zone: the remainder of the WSWRA not within the primary recovery zone.

Mexican wolf experimental population area: the portion of Arizona lying north of Interstate Highway 10
and south of Interstate Highway 40; the portion of New Mexico lying north of Interstate Highway 10 in the
west, north of the New Mexico-Texas boundary in the east, and south of Interstate Highway 40; and that
portion of Texas lying north of US Highway 621180 and south of the Texas-New Mexico boundary.

the wolf program budget, management . No private or tribal land use restrictions will
concerns, future military uses of the missile be imposed for wolf recovery without the
range, and so on. concurrence of the private owner or triba
government. On public lands, public access
The Proposed Mexican Wolf Experimental and disturbance-causing land use activities
Population Rule was published in the Federa may be temporarily restricted within a one-
Register on May 1, 1996 (pp. 19237-19248). In mile radius around release pens, and around
summary, the Proposed Rule provides: active dens between March 1 and June 30
and around active wolf rendezvous sites
No one will be in violation of the ESA for between June 1 and September 30.
unavoidable and unintentional take of a wolf
within the Mexican wolf experimental : On public lands dlotted for grazing, livestock
population area when the take is incidental owners and their designated agents. (1) may
to a legal activity, such as driving, trapping, harass wolves for purposes of scaring them
and military testing or training activities, and away from livestock provided the harassment
is promptly reported. Anyone may take a is promptly reported, and (2) may be al-
wolf in defense of human life. lowed to take wolves actualy engaged in

attacking livestock.

vii



Permission for private parties to take wolves
on public grazing lands must meet al of
these conditions. 1) six or more breeding
wolf pairs occur in the BRWRA, or three or
more breeding wolf pairs occur in the
WSWRA (if used); 2) previous livestock loss
or injury by wolves has been documented by
an authorized FWS, ADC, or state employee
and efforts to control the offending wolves
have been undertaken but have not succeed-
ed; 3) physica evidence exists that an attack
occurred at the time of the take; and 4) the
take is promptly reported.

On private or tribally-owned land, regardiess
of location, property owners and livestock
owners and their designated agents may
harass wolves near livestock, people, build-
ings, facilities, pets, or other domestic
animas at any time and may take wolves
attacking livestock under more libera
conditions than those applicable to public
grazing lands. That is, such take can occur
regardless of the number of recovered wolf
pairs in the area and no requirement exists
for government agencies to have completed
their efforts to take the depredating wolves.
However, physica evidence that an attack
occurred at the time of the take must be
present and the take must be promptly
reported.

Any FWS-authorized person may capture
and remove or trandocate reintroduced
wolves consistent with a FWS-approved
management plan or speciad management
measure. These may include wolves that: (1)
prey on livestock, (2) attack domestic ani-
mals other than livestock on private land, (3)
impact game populations in ways which may
inhibit further wolf recovery, (4) prey on
state-endangered desert bighorn sheep on
the White Sands Missile Range (if used), (5)
are considered problem wolves, are a nui-
sance, or endanger themselves by their
presence in a military impact area, or (6) are
necessary for research.

The FWS does not intend to change the
“nonessential  experimental” designation to

vitl
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“‘essential experimental” or “endangered” and
the FWS does not intend to designate
critical habitat for the Mexican wolf.

. Any taking of a wolf contrary to the experi-
mental population rule may be referred to
the appropriate authorities for prosecution.

Post-release management will follow an inter-
agency cooperative management plan. This will
include working with the Arizona Game and Fish
Department to meet the requirements of its
Cooperative Reintroduction Plan and working with
the New Mexico Department of Game and Fish. A
wolf management team representing the FWS, the
State Game and Fish departments, and other
cooperating agencies will determine whether particu-
lar actions are necessary. The interagency manage-
ment plan will cover issues such as release pen siting,
veterinary management, depredation control,
capture and relocation, research, radio tracking,
aerial overflights, prey monitoring, and prey habitat
management. Field staff will conduct monitoring
and research, trapping, depredation investigation,
mortality investigation, control, and other on-the-
ground actions.

Alternative B: Reintroduction of Mexican
wolves, classified as nonessential experimental,
into both the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area
and the White Sands Wolf Recovery Area pri-
mary recovery zones. Wolves dispersing from the
primary recovery zones will be captured and
returned to the primary zones or captivity.

In 1997, the FWS will begin to reintroduce family
groups of captive-raised Mexican wolves into both
the BRWRA and the WSWRA primary recovery
zones and actively prevent the populations from
expanding beyond these zones (Fig. 1). In the
BRWRA primary recovery zone the FWS will release
about eight family groups over four years with the
goa of reaching a population of 20 wild wolves by
200 1. In the WSWRA primary recovery zone the
FWS will release about four family groups over two
years with the goal of reaching a population of 14
wild wolves by 1999. The total recovery objective
will be 34 wolves.



The FWS will designate the population as
nonessential experimental under the ESA. The FWS
will adopt basically the same Mexican Wolf Experi-
mental Population Rule as under Ale. A, but it
would apply to the smaller areas. The FWS and its
cooperators will follow the same release, monitoring,
and management procedures as under Alt. A, but on
a smaller scale due to the smaller areas involved.
Control will be accomplished through a combi-
nation of aggressive monitoring and management
methods to promptly recapture wolves that leave the
primary recovery zones. Wolves could be translo-
cated between the two areas as needed.

Alternative C: Reintroduction of Mexican
wolves, classified as endangered, into the Blue
Range Wolf Recovery Area only. Wolves will be
released into the primary recovery zone and
unlimited dispersal will be alowed. Wolves will
receive full protection under the Endangered
Species Act.

in 1997, the FWS will begin to reintroduce family
groups of captive-raised Mexican wolves under their
current full-endangered status into the primary
recovery zone of the BRWRA in east-central Ari-
zona, following the same release procedures as under
Ale.s A and B. The FWS will gradually release up to
15 family groups into the BRWRA. No releases will
occur in the WSWRA. The recovery objective of the
aternative is to re-establish 100 wild wolves dis-
tributed over more than 5,000 mi* by about the year
2002, consistent with the Mexican Wolf Recovery
Plan. The FWS and its cooperators will monitor and
conduct research on the wolves, but they will not
actively manage them.

The ESA allows unrestricted dispersal; that is,
the FWS will not restrict the population to the
designated wolf recovery areas, as under Alternative
A, or to the smaller primary recovery zones, as under
Alternative B. No attempts will be made to recapture
or return wolves with the possible exception of
individual depredators.

The wolves will have the full protection against
“take’ by humans provided by the ESA. Anyone
who would “harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot,
wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or attempt to
engage in any such conduct” against a Mexican wolf
will be violating the ESA. The only exceptions will

Summary

be takings to protect human life or by special permit
“for scientific purposes or to enhance the propaga
tion or survival of the affected species,” 16 USC sec.
1539(a)(1)(A).

Land use restrictions could be imposed under
this aternative. Restrictions could include limiting
the use of predator control methods that might Kill
or injure wolves, closing roads, modifying livestock
grazing, and imposing other protections to limit any
jeopardy resulting from human activities. Other
federal agencies would be expected to pursue their
responsibilities under the ESA to conserve, and not
harm, a recolonizing population. This would include
managing to maintain and create high quality
ungulate and wolf habitat.

Alternative D: No Action

Under the No Action aternative, the FWS will take
no action other than continuing its present course. It
will neither release wolves nor take any other steps to
directly ensure Mexican wolf recovery. The FWS will
neither adopt an experimental population rule nor
designate any wolf recovery areas. The agency will
continue to support the captive population objec-
tives established in the SSP Master Plan, but the
agency will not support breeding for maximum
growth.

Based on its current ESA obligations, the FWS
would till encourage protection and expansion of
wild wolf populations under this alternative, if any
were discovered. No evidence exists to indicate a
likelihood of natural recolonization in U.S. portions
of the historic Mexican wolf range, but the FWS will
support continued research on this possibility. Natu-
ra recolonization is considered extremely specula-
tive. Based on historica wolf abundance, recent
sighting reports alleged to be wolves, proximity to
Mexico, and other factors, the most suitable areas for
potential natural recolonization by wild wolves
probably would be the mountainous parts of south-
eastern Arizona and southwestern New Mexico, and
Big Bend National Park in southern Texas. This
alternative analyzes these three areas. No confirmed
sighting reports have come from these areas or from
Mexico in recent years.

Any wolves that did naturally recolonize would
be fully protected as an endangered species in the
United States. It would be illegal to harm or harass



them except under very narrow circumstances
authorized by an ESA permit.

Land use restrictions could be imposed under
this aternative depending on if, and where, wolves
occurred. Redtrictions could include limiting the use
of predator control methods that might kill or injure
wolves, closing roads, modifying livestock grazing,
and imposing other protections to limit any jeopar-
dy resulting from human activities. Other federa
agencies would be expected to pursue their
responsibilities under the ESA to conserve, and not
harm, a recolonizing population. This would include

Summary
managing to maintain and create high quality
ungulate and wolf habitat.

Impacts

Table 1 summarizes the features of the four alterna
tives. Table 2 outlines their projected environmental
consegquences. The FEIS provides detailed explana
tions of the impacts, descriptions of the methods of
impact analysis, and supporting references.



Table 1. Summary of Mexican wolf re-establishment alternatives.
Key: BR = Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area; WS = White Sands Wolf Recovery Area.

Summary

Definite i
) Endangered Estimated Area to
Boundaries Species Act Area Wolf be O ied
i
Alternative Description Areas Analyzed Around P . . € Dccupre
Protection Population Goal by Wolves
Recovery Status (square miles)
Areas? q
Nonessential experi- BR and WS Yes Per experi- RR and WS BR and WS
A mental releases allow- primary and mental popu- (if used): (if used):
(Preferred ing dispersal into secondary lation rule Total - 100 Totd - 5,000
. secondary recovery recovery zones
Alternative) : ’
zones; BR first,
WS back-up
Nonessential experi- BR and WS pri- Yes Per experi- ws- 14 WS 720
B mental releases mary recover) mental popu- BR - 20 BR - 1,000
preventing dispersal zones only lation rule Total- 34 Total 1,720
from primary zones
C Releases under full BR only plus likely No Endangered BR - 1004 BR - >5,000
ESA protection dispersal areas
No releases; research Southeastern No Endangered (speculative) (speculative)
and support possible Arizona, South- (if wolves SE. Ariz. - 30 SE Ariz. - 1,500
D natural recolonization western New discovered) SWNM-20 SW NM - 1,000 Big
Mexico, and Big Big Bend NP - 5 Bend
Bend National Total - 55 N P- 250
Park, Texas Total 2.750
(continued below)
Meets 1982 Estimated Estimated Annual . .
. . Intensity Total
Mexican Wolf Years to Percentage of Major i
. . of Wolf Estimated
Recovery Plan’s Reach Area Established Population Land Use .
i i i L Management Implementation
Alternative Population Population Lost to Control and Restrictions <~
T . and Control Costs
Objective? Goal Other Factors
A B R Yes
(Preferred WS -No BR -9 BR - 35% $7,247,000
Alternative) Together Yes ws-3 ws - 25% None Medium (over 14 vyears)
WS N o
B BR - No ws-3 ws-30% $5,890,000
Together - No BR-5 BR - 40% None High (over 10 years)
C BR Yes BR-6 RR - 25% Some Low $5,692,000
possible (over 10 years)
SE Ariz. No Decades No estimates Some Low $150,000 to
b SW NM - No (speculative) possible $217,000 per
(if wolves year (period

Big Bend NP - No

Together - No

discovered)

indeterminate)

' In addition, about one-third of rhe captive-raised wolves that are released annually are expected to quickly die, disappear,
disperse from the recovery area, or to require recapturing for a variety of reasons, and not to become part of the established population.

2 See Appendix B for cost accounting.
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Table 2. Summary of key projected impacts under each alternative.

Summary

Notes: Chap. 4 provides background for all information summarized here. All impacts in the back-up White Sands Wolf Recovery Area under Alt. A
depend on wherhrr the area 1s used. This table emphasizes quantifiable adverse impacts and is nor a cost-benefit summary. Monetary losses are 1n 1994

dollars.

Key: BR = Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area; WS = White Sands Wolf Recovery Area.

Alternative

Net impact of wolf
recovery on wild
prey populations

(low to high range)’

Impact on annual
hunter take in area
(low to high range)’

Annual lost value
of hunting
(low to high range)’

Annual lost hunter
expenditures in region
(low to high range)’

Number of cattle
killed annually (low
to high range)

A
(Preferred
Alt.)

BR: 4,800-1 0,000
fewer deer;
1,200- 1,900 fewer etk

ws: 1,200-3,000
fewer deer

RR: 970- 1,900 fewer
deer; 230- 350 fewer clk

ws: 760-2,000
fewer deer

BK: 3,700-8,800 fewer
deer: X70-1.700
fewer elk

not modelled

BR: 300-560 fewer
deer: 120-200 fewer elk

WS: | O-24 fewer deer

BR: 57- 110 fewer deer:
24-33 fewer ek

WS: 5-1 1 fewer deer

BR: 240-480 fewer
deer; 90-1 50 fewer ek

not modelled
(nonc mn Big Bend NP)

BR: $716,800-
$1,336,600

ws: $3,000-$7.100

RR: $123,100-
$214,800

ws: $1,500-$3,300

BR: $582,800-
$1,119,200

not modelled
(none in Big Bend N I')

BR: $579,100-
$1,079.100

ws: $2,900-$7,000

BR: $58,200-
$101,500

WS: $1,500-$3,200

RR: $470,700-
$902.700

not modelled
(none in Big Bend NP’)

UK: 1-34

ws: 0.0 1-O.3

BR: 0.0.3-1

WS: 0

BR: 1 34

not esumared (none

i Big Bend N 1')

" Figures given compare prey populations under the wolf reintroduction scenario, a a point 1n rime five years after the wolf population god for the
wrea 15 achieved, 1o what rhe prey populations are projected to be if wolves are nor reintroduced,

These ﬂgurcs likely overstate the actual losses. Hunters may not actually hunt less overall because of fewer deer and ek in the wolf recovery aress,
but instead rurn their attention to substitute areas or species. Further, deer and elk hunting in Arizona and New Mexico are dominaccd by resident
hunters. Most ot the money not spent by residents as hunter expenditures in rhe region probably will be spent in some other sector of rhc state

economy.

b Al projected impacts in the potential natural recolonization areas are speculative.

(continued on next page)
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Table 2. Continued.

Summary

B
ws: $0
BR: $640-
$21,600
C
not estimated
(none in Big
Bend N P)
D

expenditures

WS: no impact

BR: increased
recreational use
value and
expenditures

All 3 aress:
increased
recreational use
value and
expenditures

limits on other

tools
WS: no impact w s : no conflict
RR: M-44 and BR: conflict with
neck snare local ordinances;
restrictions; potential conflict
limits on with San Carlos
other tools and White Moun-
tain Apaches' tribal
sovereignty
All 3 areas. M- All 3 areas: no
44 and neck conflict
snare restric-

tions; limits on
other tools

rendezvous sites

WS: very limited
access restrictions;
inconvenience for
security admin-
istration

BR: access restric-
tions near pens,
dens, and rendez-
vous sites; restric-
tions on grazing
and other activities

All 3 areas. access
restrictions near
pens, dens, and
rendezvous sites;
restrictions on
grazing and other
activities

Value of cattle
. . Impacts on Impacts on Impacts on land
killed annually Economic - Impacts on
. . ADC government use and military
(low to high benefits - C - recreation
Alternative . activities policies and plans activities
range)
BR: $640- HR: increased BR: M-44 and BR: conflict with BR: munor access BR: increased
$21,600 recrcational use neck snare local ordinances restrictions near visitation
value and restricrions; pens, dens. and
expenditures limits on rendezvous sites
A other tools
(Preferred Ah.) ws: ws: little ws: little WS: limited con- WS: very limited ws: little
$10-$200 impact impact flict with loca access restrictions; impact
ordinances inconvenience
for security
administration
BR: BR: limited in- BR: limited BR: no conflict BR: minor access BR: limited
$20-$600 creased M-44 and restrictions near increased
recreational use neck snare pens, dens, an d visitation
value and restrictions;

WS: no Impact

BR: Increased

visitation

All 3 areas:
increased

visitation

* Livestock losses may be compensated by a private depredation compensation fund.
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CHAPTER 1
Purpose and Need For Action

Introduction

This final environmental impact statement (FEIS)
addresses the reintroduction of the endangered
Mexican gray wolf (Canis lupus baileyi), a subspecies of
the gray wolf, within part of its historic range in the
southwestern United States. Formerly found in
many of the mountainous areas of the Southwest
and Mexico, the Mexican wolf has been extirpated
from the United States and may have been extirpat-
ed from Mexico, where it has not been confirmed to
exist since the early 1980’s. The only known Mexi-
can wolves reside in captivity in a breeding program
overseen by the United States Department of Inte-
rior, Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), Region 2,
headquartered in Albuquerque, New Mexico, in
cooperation with Mexican authorities.

This chapter begins with a discussion of the
purpose and need for the reintroduction action
proposed by the FWS. Then, an overview descrip-
tion of the Mexican wolf is provided. The public
scoping process that helped define the issues to be
covered in the draft environmental impact statement
(DEIS), then in this FEIS, is then reviewed. Chap. 1
concludes with a list of the various permits and
approvals that may be needed to implement a
decision arising out of this federal environmental
impact assessment process.

Purpose

The Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan, adopted
under rhe authority of the Endangered Species Act
(ESA), has two prime recovery objectives. maintain-
ing a captive population and re-establishing at least
100 wild wolves in a 5,000 mi? area within the
subspecies’ historic range (Mex. Wolf Rec. Team
1982).! Thep urpose of the proposed action (Alter-

native A, now designated as the Preferred Alternative)
in this FEIS is to begin implementing the re-estab-
lishment objective of the Recovery Plan by releasing
Mexican wolves from the captive population into the
wild.

Commencing in 1997, or as soon thereafter as
practical, the FWS will gradually release up to 15
pairs or family groups into the Blue Range area of
east-central Arizona. Also, if it is determined to be
necessary and feasible, up to five pairs or family
groups may be released into the back-up area, the
White Sands Missile Range of south-central New
Mexico. The objective is to re-establish 100 wild
Mexican wolves distributed over 5,000 mi® by the
year 2005. The FWS and cooperating agencies will
closely monitor and study the reintroduced wolves.
Management of the reintroduction will be constantly
evaluated and adapted as new circumstances arise.

This proposal represents the beginning of recovery
for the Mexican wolf in the wild within a small part of
its former range and the proposal contributes to
conservation of the gray wolf species as a whole. Full
recovery of the Mexican wolf subspecies likdy will
require additional reintroduction projects elsewhere
and may take several decades to accomplish.? Fulll
recovery is beyond the scope of this EIS.

Need

The FWS is acting under the ESA, which directs the
Secretary of Interior to develop and implement
recovery plans for species and subspecies such as the
Mexican wolf that are in danger of human-caused
extinction, 16 USC sec. 1533(f). The FWS aso
agreed to make “expeditious’ progress toward Mexi-
can wolf recovery under a 1993 settlement of a
lawsuit filed by several private groups that advocate
wolf recovery.’

‘Written materials relied on in this EIS are cited by the author’s last name and the year of publication. Full citations are pro-

vided alphabetically in Appendix H.

“Downlisting and delisting would occur after meeting population and other recovery criteria to be defined in a revised Mexican
Wolf Recovery Plan, currently in the revision process. Complete restoration throughout the subspecies’ former range is neither

required nor planned.

3 Wolf Action Group, et al. z United States, et 4/, U.S. District Court for the District of New Mexico, Civil Action No. CIV-90-

0390-HB.



Orher federa agencies are required by the ESA to
take actions within their authority to conserve threat-
ened and endangered species, 16 USC sec. 153 1 (c) ( 1).
This is to be done in consultation with the FWS, 16
USC sec. 1536(a)( 1). States that have entered into
cooperative agreements with the Secretary of Interior,
which include Arizona, New Mexico, and Texas, aso
have responsibilities to conserve threatened and
endangered species, 16 USC sec. 1535. The State of
New Mexico has its own endangered wildlife law that
provides for conservation of listed species including
the gray wolf, the Wildlife Conservation Act (Secs.
17-2-37 through 17-2-46, NMSA 1978) and State
Game Commission Regulation No. 682 (Amending
the Listing of Endangered Species and Subspecies of
New Mexico 1990). Arizona's Game and Fish Depart-
ment also has a policy supporting endangered species
recovery (AGFD 1987). The Department has drafted
a “Cooperative Reintroduction Plan for the Mexican
Wolf in Arizond’ that cdls for a joint reintroduction
effort with the FWS in the Blue Range area (Groebner
et a. 1995).

Additional duties to recover the Mexican wolf
arise from international law. Both Mexico and the
United States signed the Convention on Nature
Protection and Wildlife Preservation in the Western
Hemisphere, which took effect in 1942. Its preamble
states the parties desire “to protect and preserve in
their natural habitat representatives of al species and
genera of their native flora and fauna.” Mexican wolf
recovery would serve to implement this convention
(anon. 1985).

Recovery programs for the gray wolf are underway
elsawhere in the United States; however, they involve
less rare subspecies. Experts have rated recovery of the
Mexican wolf subspecies as the highest priority of al
such programs.* The subspecies is genetically distinct
from other wolves (Wayne et a. 1992), and no
confirmed population exists outside captivity. It is one
of the rarest land mammals in the world.
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Overview of the Mexican Wolf

Description

The Mexican wolf is among the smallest of the North
American gray wolves. Adults weigh 50 to 90 Ibs,,
average 4'6” to 5'6” in tota length, and reach 26" to
32" in height at the shoulder (Young and Goldman
1944, Brown 1983). Its pelt color varies. The
“lobe’-its popular name-is the southernmost
subspecies of what once was the most wide-ranging
species of the North American mammals (Paradiso
and Nowak 1982).

Appendix A summarizes what is known about
Mexican wolf life history and ecology. However,
little scientific research was done while the animal
existed in the wild. The only field data came from a
period of rapidly dwindling numbers when human
activities had disrupted pack structures and natural
prey populations.

Taxonomy

Hal and Kelson (1959), relying heavily on the prior
work of Young and Goldman (1944), described 24
subspecies of gray wolves (Canis lupus) in North
America, five of which occurred in the southwestern
United States and Mexico: C. /. baileyi, C. .
mogollonensis, C. 1. monstrabilis, C. I nubilus, and C.
L. youngi. A taxonomic revision proposed by Bogan
and Mehlhop (1980 and 1983), and adopted by the
Mexican Wolf Recovery Team and the FWS (Mex.
Wolf Rec. Team 1982, USFWS 1984), lumped C. /
mogollonensis and C. /. monstrabiiis into C. 1. bailey:.
In a recent reclassification of North American gray
wolves, Nowak (1995) proposed reducing the
origina 24 named subspecies to five, of which C. /
baz‘leyz' is one. However, Nowak’s reclassification
differs from that proposed by Bogan and Mehlhop
in that Nowak includes C. Z mogoffonensis and C. /.
monstrabilis with C. [ nubilus rather than with C. /.
baileyi. |t should be noted that no individual taxono-
mist or publication has officia or ruling status on
guestions of mammalian taxonomy.

*The Wolf Specialist Group, a worldwide body of experts on wolves organized under the International Union for the Conserva-
tion of Nature (the World Conservation Union), Species Survival Commission, has endorsed Mexican wolf recovery “as its highest

priority project” (Mech 1990).



The classifications proposed by Hall and Kelson
(1959), Bogan and Mehlhop (1980), and Nowak
(I 995) were based on comparisons of morphological
characteristics, primarily skull measurements. They
al concluded that C. /. baileyi is a morphologicaly
distinct subspecies of gray wolf. Molecular genetic
analyses have identified distinct attributes of Mexican
wolves (GarciaMoreno 1995, Hedrick 1995, see
Appendix K). Thus, consensus exists among experts
that C. 1. baifqi is a distinct gray wolf subspecies.
However, the lingering question of which of the
formerly recognized subspecies (Hall and Kelson
1959) belong to C. / bailgi continues to confuse the
delineation of the Mexican wolf’'s historic distribu-
tion.

Historic Distribution

As indicated above, the drafters of the origina
Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan accepted the
recommendations of Bogan and Mehlhop (1980)
and included the ranges of the former C. /
mogollonensis and C. [ monstrabilis in the range of C.
1. baileyi (Mex. Wolf Rec. Team 1982). However, in
Nowak’s (1995) opinion, the origina core geo-
graphic range of C. / bailgi extended just north of
the Gila River, which bisects the Gila National
Forest. This brings into question the taxonomic
affinity of specimens collected from the Gila Na-
tional Forest area (Nowak 1995). Nowak does not
describe the limits of the northeastern portion of his
proposed range for the Mexican wolf, but the line on
his map appears to bisect White Sands Missile Range
then turns southeast through western Texas and
enters Mexico just east of Big Bend National Park.
Nowak (1995) speculates that individuals from the
core geographic range of C. [ baileyi regularly
dispersed into the range of populations to the north.
He found that, following the large-scale extermina-
tion of wolves in the southwestern U.S., the later
occurrence of wolves in these areas was attributable
to C. 1. baileyi dispersing from Mexico (Nowak
1995).

In redlity, the boundaries between ranges of
adjacent gray wolf subspecies were wide zones of
intergradation where genetic mixing between subspe-
cies occurred, rather than distinct lines on a map
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(Mech 1970, Brewster and Fritts 1994). The width of
these zones relates to the ability of wolves to disperse.
They are capable of dispersing hundreds of miles, with
the longest known dispersal exceeding 550 miles
(Fritts 1983). Thus for gray wolves, these zones of
subspecies intergradation were likely hundreds of miles
wide.

In light of these considerations, the Mexican
Wolf Recovery Team has determined that the prob-
able historic range of the Mexican wolf included the
core geographic range of C. / baifqi, plus an
approximately 200-mile extension to the north and
northwest of that area (Fig. I-l) (D. Parsons,
USFWS, pers. comm.). This range delineation
includes the core range of C. /. baileyi as described
by Young and Goldman (1944), Hall and Kelson
(1959), and Nowak (1995); includes much of the
expanded range resulting from the consolidation of
subspecies proposed by Bogan and Mehlhop (1980);
accommodates the range expansion of C. [ baileyi
following extermination of adjacent wolf populations
described by Nowak (1995); and is consistent with
the dispersal capahility of gray wolves. Fig. 1- 1
delineates the probable historic range of C. / baifqi
for purposes of reintroducing the subspecies into the
wild with experimental status, 50 CFR 17.81(a).
Chap. 3 on the Affected Environment summarizes
the historical evidence of wolves for each of the
recovery areas under consideration.

The last 100 years have seen the Mexican wolf’'s
range, which in the past may have sustained a
population of many thousands, shrink very severely.
Not all habitat types within the area in Fig. |-l were
occupied by these wide-ranging predators, however.
Historic reports refer to the Mexican wolf as prima
rily associated with forested mountainous terrain
(Bednarz 1988). While it does not require particular
vegetation, it reportedly most often occurred above
4,500 feet elevation in or near woodlands of pine’,
oak, or pinon-juniper, interspersed with grasslands
(Brown 1983).

5Appendix | provides a List of Scientific Names for all species mentioned.
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Reasons for Listing

Many factors contributed to the Mexican wolf’s
demise, but its reputation as a livestock killer, which
led to concerted federal eradication efforts, was
predominant (Brown 1983, McBride 1980). Other
less important factors were: commercial and recre-
ational hunting and trapping; killing of wolves by
game managers on the theory that more game
animals would be available for hunters (Leopold
1944); habitat ateration; and human safety concerns
(athough no documentation exists of Mexican wolf
attacks on humans).

Fig. 1-2 illustrates the subspecies’ rapid decline
in New Mexico and Arizona following initiation of
federal eradication efforts in 1915. After about 15
years of* trapping, shooting, and poisoning of adults,
and “denning” of pups (digging them out of dens
and killing them), very few Mexican wolves re-
mained. The last killings by control agents occurred
around 1960. A similar decline occurred in Texas
(Scudday 1977). Eradication efforts were stimulated
by bounties offered by federal, state, and local
governments, as well as livestock associations and
individua ranchers (Mex. Wolf Rec. Team 1982).

It is difficult now to assess the accuracy of
reports regarding the Mexican wolf’s historic impact
on livestock (see Appendix A, Livestock Depredation
section). Some representative quotes from commen-
tators illustrate the animal’s reputation as a livestock
killer:

“In my opinion, the lobo is the cruelest, most
wanton Killer of al our Southwestern predators.
Bears and lions do sometimes become stock
killers, and both do sometimes kill wantonly,
beyond the need for food. But such animals are
the exceptions to the rule: whereas the opposite
is true, in my opinion of the lobo.... A favorite
method of killing large animals is to hamstring
the animal, breaking him down and making
him completely helpless.... A few incidents like
this will teach anyone to hate wolves.... The
Fish and Wildlife Service (formerly The Bio-
logical Survey) has rendered an invaluable
service to the livestock and game interests of
the Southwest by the determined warfare they
have carried on against the lobo.” (Evans
1951).

1-5
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“The gray wolfwas abundant in northern
Mexico (present day New Mexico), where ‘they
sometimes make dreadful havoc among the
cattle, frequently killing and devouring even
mules and horses’” (Gregg, quoted in Young
and Goldman 1994).

“Wolves hunting techniques changed when
ranchers began to settle the West and bring in
livestock. Deer, aways difficult for canids to
obtain, became increasingly scarce under the
pressure of subsistence hunting by homestead-
ers, miners, and cowboys. More importantly,
livestock were easy picking everywhere. Once
s, this table was too easy to resist.... the
adaptable wolves readily abandoned their
natural prey and turned amost entirely to
cattle” (D.E. Brown 1983).

“The big wolves, the worst predatory enemy of
cattle, have been brought under contral.... We
are concerned merely to the extent of prevent-
ing reinfestation from Mexico.” (Ligon 1927).

The apparently high historical depredation rates
are inconsistent with the situation now in other areas
where gray wolves and cattle co-exist, such as the
northern Rocky Mountains and northern Minneso-
ta, where depredation is quite uncommon relative to
livestock numbers available (range: 0.004% to
0.09% of available cattle killed by wolves annualy;
Mack et al. 1992). Gipson (quoted in Mclntyre
1994) questions the validity of historic accounts of
wolf depredation rates.

Status

The subspecies is now considered extirpated from
the southwestern United States because no wild wolf
has been confirmed to exist since 1970. Occasional
sightings of “wolves’ continue to be reported from
U.S. locations but, to date, none have been con-
firmed through clear evidence, despite continuing
investigation (Girmendonk 1994a, Whitaker et al.
1995, Wolok 1994).

Survival of the animal in the wild in Mexico aso
remains unconfirmed. Based on field surveys in
1977-1978, McBride (1980) estimated that “some
50 wolves may dtill inhabit Mexico.” Computer
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Figure 1-2. Woles reported taken by federal and state cooperative hunters in Arizona and New

Mexico, fiscal years 1916 through 1960.
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Notes: Based on annual reports of Arizona and New Mexico districts of the Predatory Animal and Rodent Control
(PARC) bureau. May include some wolves not discussed in PARC reports and some animals that were not wolves.

*Estimates

SOURCE: Brown (1983)

simulations by Ardura (1992), based on McBride's
estimate, indicated a high probability that this sug-
gested population of 50 remnant wolves would be
extinct by 1994 (athough the simulations relied on
unverifiable assumptions). Recent field research has
revealed few reports, and no confirmation, of wolves
remaining in Mexico (Carrera 1994). Investigation is
continuing.

The Mexican wolf was listed as an endangered
subspecies in 1976 (41 FR 17736). In 1978, the
gray wolf species in North America south of Canada
was listed as endangered, except in Minnesota where it
was listed as threatened (43 FR 9607). This listing of
the species as a whole continued to recognize valid
biological subspecies for purposes of research and
conservation (43 FR 96 10). The Directors of the
FWS and the Mexican Direccion Genera de la Fauna

Silvestre approved the Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan in
1982 (Mex. Wolf Rec. Team 1982). The Plan recog-
nizes that the subspecies recovery depends on re-
establishment in suitable habitats within its historic
range.

Two maes and one pregnant female captured in
the wild in Mexico from 1977 to 1980 and the
uncaptured mate of the pregnant femae founded the
certified captive population of Mexican wolves. In
1995, the Mexican Wolf Recovery Team approved
the addition of two other captive Mexican wolf
lineages, representing four additional founders, into
the certified population, based on state-of-the-art
genetic analysis. One is known as the Ghost Ranch
lineage, some of which were kept and bred at the
Ghost Ranch Living Museum in northern New
Mexico; the other is the Aragon lineage based at the



Aragon Zoo in Mexico City. As of March, 1996, the
total certified captive population in the three lin-
eages stood at 139 animals; 114 are held at 24 facili-
ties, mostly zoos and wildlife sanctuaries, in the
United States and 25 are held at five facilities in
Mexico. The FWS also has a captive population
management facility on the Sevilleta National Wildlife
Refuge in centra New Mexico to hold surplus wolves
from the other facilities (USFWS 1994a). These
surplus animals would be the potential release stock if
the FWS undertakes the proposed reintroduction
effort.

Environmental Impact
Statement Scoping

Public Involvement

The FWS has involved the public, pursuant to 40
CFR sec. 150 1.7, in determining the significant
guestions that this EIS should address. At the time
of the public scoping in 1991 and 1992, five candi-
date areas for releasing Mexican wolves were under
consideration. These five areas had been identified
by the FWS and the Arizona, New Mexico, and
Texas state wildlife agencies as potentially suitable for
wolf release (USFWS 1992). The areas were cen-
tered on: 1) the Blue Range, 2) the Chiricahua
Mountains, 3) the Galiuro and Pinaleno Mountains,
and 4) the Atascosa and Patagonia Mountains, all in
Arizona; and 5) the White Sands Missile Range in
New Mexico.

The FWS held four public meetings, two in
Tucson, Arizona, one in Las Cruces, New Mexico,
and one in Albuguerque, New Mexico. Written
comment periods followed each meeting and fol-
lowed publication of the FWS’s Notice of Intent to
Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement
(USFWS 1992). Over 838 people attended the
meetings and the FWS received a total of 1,324
written comments during the comment periods
(Jenkins 1993). These consisted of individua letters,
form letters, responses to opinion questionnaires sent
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out by private groups, and petitions. All comments
were tabulated. The 65 oral comments made during
the three recorded public meetings were transcribed
and tabulated. Also, numerous other agencies and
experts have been consulted (see Chapter 5 -
Coordination and Consultation).’

Alternatives and Impact
Questions Raised in Scoping

The public raised approximately 112 definable
guestions in eight genera categories (Jenkins 1993).
Some questions related to the alternative actions to
be considered; most related to the potentia impacts
of wolf releases. Table 11 identifies the most com-
mon questions and the aternatives or environmental
impacts to which the questions relate.

The Mexican Wolf EIS Interdisciplinary Team,
charged with overseeing the writing of this docu-
ment, determined which of the questions raised in
the public scoping process represented reasonable
alternatives or potentially significant impacts merit-
ing treatment in the FEIS, pursuant to 40 CFR sec.
150 1.7(a) (2).” Table 1 - 1 indicates the Interdiscipli-
nary Team's determinations for the most common
guestions.

Alternatives and Impact
Questions Addressed in this FEIS

Alternatives

The Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental
Impact Statement (USFWS 1992) preliminarily
identified three aternative actions under consid-
eration for the candidate aress:

reintroduction of captive-raised Mexican
wolves classified as a nonessential experi-

mental population,

reintroduction under full protection of the

“The scoping process occurred prior to the issuance of President Clinton’s 1994 Executive Order, No. 12898, entitled “Federal
Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations.” Environmental justice issues
were not commonly raised in the scoping process. Based on the analysis in this FEIS, the proposed action is not expected to

significantly impact minority or low-income populations.

‘Members of the Interdisciplinary Team are identified in the List of Preparers in Chapter 5.
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Table I-1. Most common questions raised during public scoping and their treatment in this final
environmental impact statement.

Key: 1 = addressed in Chap. 1 on purpose, need, and Mexican wolf overview,

2 = addressed in Chap. 2 on alternatives

3 = addressed in Chap. 3 on affected environment

4 = addressed in Chap. 4 on consequences

A = addressed in Appendix A on Mexican wolf life history and ecology

X = dternative or impact question not addressed directly in FEIS, see text for explanation
Treatment

Questions Related to Alternatives or Planning

X A: Should release sites in Mexico be considered?

X B: Should release sites in Texas be considered!

2 C:  Should reintroduced Mexican wolves be designated as experimental and non-essential
to the continued existence of the species?

2 D:  Should reintroduced Mexican wolves retain full endangered species status and related

protection?
E: Should additional areas be considered as release sites?
2 F Should more than one initial release site be considered?
(G:  Should wolves that disperse off of target recovery areas be controlled?

Questions Related to Potential Impacts
1. Livestock Depredation Impacts

4 A:  Will wolves prey on domestic livestock?
4 B: Will livestock depredation impacts be significant?
2,A C: Could changes in livestock management practices reduce the depredation impacts?

2. Economic Impacts

Should livestock owners be compensated for wolf-caused |osses?

Will compensation programs be effective?

Will hunting license sales be impacted by wolf reintroduction?

Should states be compensated for game losses?

Will wolf reintroduction adversely impact local economies in New Mexico and
Arizona?

X F Can costs of Mexican wolf recovery be justified?

OSOX N NN
moOQ® >
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Table 1- 1. Continued.

3. Ecological/Biological Impacts

X A: Does maintenance of ecosystem health require the presence of native predators and a
balanced predator-prey relationship?
4.A B:  Will wolf predation adversely impact other wildlife populations?

3.4 (C: Are prey populations in the potential recovery areas adequate to support wolf
popul ations?
4.A D: Do wolves perform an important evolutionary service to prey species by removing

unfit animals from their populations?
E:  Is White Sands Missile Range within the historic range of Canis lupus bailey:?
F:  Has life in captivity caused Mexican wolves to lose their fear of humans?
(:  Has life in captivity impacted the Mexican wolfs ability to survive in the wild?
H: Are wolves an essential component of the ecosystem?

XN N w

4. Population Viability Considerations

1,2 A: Does recovery and long-term survival of the Mexican wolf require its reintroduction to
the wild?

2 B: Is inbreeding depression evident in the captive population?

5. Wildlife Management Impacts

4 A:  Will wolves compete with human hunters for the same prey?
A B: Do wolves pose a threat to human safety?
A C:  Will reintroduction of the Mexican wolf pose any significant disease-related impacts?

6. Philosophical/Ethical Considerations

X A: Do wolves have a right to exist?
X B: Do wolves have a right to exist in a natural environment/ecosystem?
X C:  Should wild lands be restored and conserved?

7. Other Impacts/Considerations

4 A:  Will existing land uses or land use plans be impacted by wolf reintroduction?

A B:  Will wolves kill pets?

1,3 C: Do Mexican wolves still exist in the wild?

4 D:  Will wolf reintroduction on White Sands Missile Range impact the operations there?
1 E: Is the wolf an endangered species?

X F: If the wolf is released in Arizona, what will be the impact if it disperses into Mexico?




ESA, and

no action, in which Mexican wolves are not
reintroduced.

The second and third of these aternatives have
not changed fundamentally in this FEIS (see Chap-
ter 2 - Alternatives Including the Proposed Action,
which describes the aternatives in detail). However,
public input and further scoping by the Interdisci-
plinary Team led to dividing the first-listed aternat-
ive, above, into two dternatives, as follows:

reintroduction of captive-raised Mexican
wolves, classified as nonessential experimen-
tal, under management plans to allow dis-
persal from the primary recovery zones into
secondary recovery zones (the Preferred
Alternative), and

reintroduction as nonessential  experimental
under management plans to prevent dispersal
from the primary recovery zones.

This change reflects that a key distinction among
the alternatives is the degree of control the FWS
would exert over the movements of the population.
The first aternative alows the released wolves and
their progeny to establish territories well away from
the release areas (or “primary recovery zones'), while
the latter alternative calls for the FWS to prevent the
wolves from dispersing beyond the primary recovery
Zones.

The alternatives scoping process also included
the selection of two of the five candidate areas
within the subspecies former range as the most
suitable for releasing Mexican wolves. This involved
comparing and ranking all the candidates based on
key suitability attributes (see Chapter 2 - Selection of
Potential Areas for Releasing Mexican Wolves). The
two candidates selected were the Blue Range area in
east-central Arizona and the White Sands Missile
Range in south-central New Mexico. Largely in
response to comments on the DEIS, the Interdisci-
plinary Team and the FWS have decided that the
Preferred Alternative (Alt. A) should focus on the
Blue Range area for the initial releases and treat the
White Sands area as a back-up, to be used only if
necessary and feasible. In summary, the wolf recov-
ery areas selected-and the adternative actions for

Purpose and Need for Action
these areas considered in this FEIS-reflect agency,
expert, and public input.

Impacts

This FEIS addresses most of the mgor impact
questions raised by other agencies, outside experts,
and the public. Those impacts judged to be poten-
tially significant receive detailed, alternative-by-
aternative, analysis in Chapter 4 - Environmenta
Consequences. The Interdisciplinary Team deter-
mined that alternative-by-alternative analysis was
appropriate for six of the impacts most stressed by
the public and for three additional potentially
significant impacts that released wolves could cause.
The three additional impact topics were impacts on:
1) predator control activities, especialy of USDA’s
Anima Damage Control division, 2) agency, tribal,
and local government policies and plans, and 3)
recreational uses in the areas involved. In sum, the
nine potentially significant impact topics are:

Impacts on wild prey of wolves

Impacts on hunting

Impacts on livestock

Impacts on predator control programs

Impacts on agency, tribal, and loca
government policies and plans

Impacts on land use

Impacts on military activities

Impacts on recreation

Impacts on regional economies

Chapter 4 describes the scope of these topics in
detail.

Alternatives and Impact Questions
Not Addressed in this FEIS

Alternatives

The following questions that relate to aternatives or
planning were considered but dropped from detailed
analysis in this EIS because they were determined
not to raise reasonable alternatives meriting consid-
eration (see Table 11 regarding the treatment of all
aternative or planning issues):



Should release sites in Mexico be considered? Thisis not
addressed because the FWS lacks any authority over
recovery actions in Mexico. Further, the FWS lacks
information on potential impacts there. Obtaining
this information for purposes of analyzing such an
alternative would present major logistical and diplo-
matic difficulties. Mexican wildlife authorities may
consider wolf reintroductions in the future.

Should release sites in Texas be considered? This is not
addressed here because suitable areas to support a
reintroduced wolf population have not been identi-
fied or designated in Texas. However, this FEIS does
consider Big Bend National Park, Texas, as a poten-
tiad natural recolonization area that could support a
very small wolf population that would not be inde-
pendently viable (see Chapter 2 - Alternative D).
Release sites adjacent to the Mexican border are
generaly undesirable, absent further cooperation
with Mexico, because of the likelihood that wolves
would then disperse into Mexico beyond the protec-
tion of the ESA and beyond the control of U.S.
agencies.

Should wolves be captured in Mexico and released in
the United States? 74is is not addressed because no
evidence of a viable wild population exists from
which suitable release stock could be drawn. (How-
ever, the original breeding stock of the captive
population proposed here for release was captured in
Mexico.) Further, the FWS would lack any author-
ity to undertake such actions in Mexico even if
sufficient numbers of wolves were found and it is
uncertain whether the Mexican government would
approve such actions.

Should captive-raised wolves be released as an essential
experimental population, under section 10() of  the
ESA, 16 USC sec. 1539? This is not addressed
because the FWS determined that the nonessentia
experimental classification fits the Mexican wolf’'s
status. Only wolves surplus to the captive breeding
program will be released. (See Appendix C - Pro-
posed Mexican Wolf Experimental Population Rule,
section on Findings Regarding Reintroduction, and
Appendix D - Section 7 Consultation on Proposed
Action, section on Effects on Mexican Gray Walf,
regarding definition of “surplus’ wolves and signifi-
cance of their removal from the captive population.)
Their loss would not jeopardize the continued
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survival of the subspecies. The nonessential
experimental classification alows for management
flexibility deemed vital to successful wolf recovery
(USFWS 19934). The essential experimental classifica
tion in many ways could be similar to the aternative
of releasing wolves classified as fully endangered,
which this FEIS does address (Chap. 2 - Alternative
C). Alternatively, if a very flexible experimenta
population rule was adopted, then the essentia
experimental classification could be similar to the
nonessential experimental approach, analyzed here as
Alternative A. Detailed analysis of the essentia
experimental classification would be redundant.

Impacts

The following questions relating to impacts were
considered but dropped from detailed anaysis
because they were determined either to lie outside
the reasonable scope of this EIS or not to raise
potentially significant impacts (see Table I-1 regard-
ing the treatment of al impact issues):

Should any game Losses to stategovernments be compen-
sated? This is a policy choice rather than an environ-
mental impact. There is no objective answer. Never-
theless, Chap. 4 does estimate the hunting-related
economic losses in Arizona and New Mexico.

Can impacts to taxpayers because of costs of Mexican
wolf recovery be justified? This also is apolicy choice
without an objective answer. However, Chap. 2,
Table 2-8, and Appendix B do provide cost estimates
for the four alternatives.

Impacts involving long-term evolutionary or philo-
sophical concerns. These include “are wolves an
essential component of the ecosystem?, “should
wild lands be restored and conserved?‘, and “do
wolves have a right to exist?’ These are policy
guestions involving vaue judgments rather than
environmental impacts. Their consideration is either
not required by the Nationa Environmental Policy
Act or would be beyond the reasonable coverage of
this EIS.

Are there possible impacts in Mexico #f wolves were
released in the United States?This question is not
addressed because the two areas considered for
releasing wolves are well north of the border and the



proposal calls for retrieval of wolves that disperse out
of the designated recovery areas. Impacts in Mexico,
while remotely conceivable, are not likely. It should
be noted that if wolves did naturally recolonize border
aress from further south in Mexico under Alternative
D-that is, without a release ofcaptive-raised
wolves-then associated impacts in Mexico would be
anticipated. The probability of natural recolonization
actualy occurring is considered

very low.

Permits and Clearances

The following regulatory approvals and cooperative
arrangements may be necessary prior to releasing
captive Mexican wolves:

a) NEPA required the FWS to submit a draft
EIS, subject to an agency and public review
period. The draft EIS was approved on
June 8, 1995, and the comment period on
the draft ended October 31 (see Chapter 5
for further information on the public input
on the draft). The revision of the draft has
lead to this FEIS, which is to be followed by
a decision on which action to take, 42 USC
sec. 4321 et seg. The Record of Decision
will follow issuance of the FEIS by at least 30
days, 40 CFR sec.s 1505.2 and 1506.10.
Also, before construction of the proposed
release pens, the agencies involved would
need to cooperatively decide on precise pen
locations within the primary recovery zone
or zones and then prepare one or more
environmental assessments under NEPA of
the potential site-specific impacts.

b) The FWS would need to promulgate an
experimental population rule describing
protection and management of the proposed
nonessential experimental population, 16
USC sec. 1539(j). The provisions of the
FWS’s Proposed Mexican Wolf Experimental
Population Rule are summarized in
Chapter 2 and provided in full in Appendix
C. This version was officially published in
the Federal Register on May 1, 1996, pages
19237- 19248. Various changes have been
made to the proposed action between the

d)
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DEIS and this FEIS that are not reflected yet
in the proposed experimental population
rule re-printed in Appendix C. A decision to
proceed with the proposed action, or any
aternative that involves experimental reintro-
duction, would need to be followed by
issuance of a final experimental population
rule. Pursuant to 50 CFR sec. 17.8 1 (d), the
rule is being developed in consultation with
appropriate state fish and wildlife agencies,
local governmental entities, affected agencies,
landowners, and others. The EIS process has
provided the opportunity for such consulta-
tions to occur (see Chap. 5 for additional
information on consultation and coordina
tion). In addition, a consultation and public
hearing process specific to the proposed rule
has been undertaken.

The FWS would need an internally-issued
endangered species permit authorizing
movement of captive wolves for purposes of
release, 16 USC sec. 1539(a). Also, the FWS
would need an internal Section 7 consulta
tion regarding potential impacts of the
proposal on federaly-listed threatened and
endangered species, 16 USC sec. 1536. This
has been undertaken and no adverse effects
are anticipated (Appendix D). A similar
consultation has been provided by the New
Mexico Game and Fish Department regard-
ing state-listed species (Hubbard 1994),
under New Mexico's Wildlife Conservation
Act, NMSA 17-2-37 to -46.

Action by the Arizona Game and Fish
Department will follow its process for
approving endangered species releases
(AGFD 1987) (Appendix E). The Depart-
ment has drafted a “Cooperative Reintroduc-
tion Plan for the Mexican Wolf in Arizona’
that calls for a joint reintroduction effort
with the FWS in the Blue Range area
(Groebner et a. 1995). It sets forth mini-
mum criteria to be considered in evauating
implementation of the plan.

Various agencies, tribes, and local govern-
ments have policies and plans that could be
affected by the final decision. The FWS has



£)

attempted to cooperate with these parties in
the EIS process through meetings and
sharing information. They may need to
follow their own decison making procedures
regarding their participation in future wolf
recovery actions.

Other arrangements with federal, state, and
tribal agencies covering such matters as
access, trapping, research, radio-tracking,
and airplane overflights would need to be
formalized through one or more interagency
cooperative management plans or agree-
ments. These would follow the Record of
Decision.
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CHAPTER 2
Alternatives | acluding the
Proposed Action

Introduction

This chapter begins with an overview of the Mexican
gray wolf recovery program and the “soft release”
approach to wolf reintroduction, followed by an
outline of the selection process for potential areas for
releasing wolves in the Southwest. These background
sections are important for understanding why, how,
and where the dternative actions would occur.

The chapter then describes the Fish and Wildlife
Service's (FWS) Proposed Action (Alt. A), now
designated as the “Preferred Alternative.” This
incorporates a cooperative reintroduction plan
proposed by the Arizona Game and Fish Depart-
ment. The Preferred Alternative is followed by two
other approaches to reintroducing the Mexican wolf
(Ale.s B and C) and a “No Action” approach (Alt.
D). Numbers of animas proposed for release,
population growth scenarios, foreseeably affected
areas, and impact mitigation measures are given for
each dternative. The chapter concludes with sum-
mary tables comparing the features of the four
alternatives and comparing their environmental
conseguences.

The Mexican Wolf Recovery Program

All Mexican wolves to be released will come from
the captive population, which now numbers 114
animals maintained in 24 zoos and wildlife sanctuar-
ies in the United States. The Mexican Wolf Species
Survival Plan (SSP) Management Group, made up
of representatives from those facilities, coordinates
the population’s management. Cooperation aso
occurs with the managers of a smaller population in
Mexican zoos. The wolves have exhibited no magjor
genetic, physical, or behavioral problems affecting
their fitness resulting from captivity (Siminski
1994a, see Appendix K - Fish and Wildlife Service
Response to Dennis Parker's Comment on the
DEIS).

The SSP Management Group has paired the
certified population for maximum breeding poten-
tial every breeding season since 1990 (Siminski
1994b). Also, the FWS has undertaken genetic

analysis of two other captive lineages. In 1995, the
Mexican Wolf Recovery Team found these other two
lineages to be pure Mexican wolves and recom-
mended that they be added to the certified Mexican
wolf population, to enhance its genetic diversity as
well as its size. The SSP Management Group’s goal
of having at least 100 certified animas in the U.S.
captive population prior to a reintroduction effort
has been exceeded. The population is ready to
support a reintroduction effort.

The FWS will move male/femae pairs identified
as candidates for possible release to its captive wolf
management facility on the Sevilleta National
Wildlife Refuge, north of Socorro, New Mexico.
Native prey recognition, predatory skill trials,
aversive conditioning to livestock and humans, and
other measures to improve adaptation of the wolves
to life in the wild may be initiated at this facility. In
the event of a decision to proceed with reintroduc-
tion, the FWS would select from among the candi-
date pairs based on reproductive performance,
behavioral compatibility, response to the adaptation
process, and other factors. Only those individua
wolves that are geneticaly well-represented in the
remaining captive population would be used as
release stock. The actual releases under each of the
reintroduction aternatives described below (Alt.s A,
B, and C) would be “soft releases.”

The Soft Release Approach

Experts developed the soft release approach to wolf
reintroduction in order to reduce the likelihood of
quick dispersa away from the release area (USFWS
1993a, Fritts 1992; see Appendix A - Wolf Move-
ments section). This involves a holding period of up
to several months in secure, temporary pens at the
release sites, where exposure to humans is mini-
mized. Following adaptation to loca conditions the
wolves-wearing standard telemetry collars-are
allowed to leave the pens. Field managers may leave
carcasses of native prey nearby until the wolves begin
hunting on their own. Movements of initial groups
of released wolves provide valuable information
guiding future releases (Phillips 1992). Annual



releases are made this way until it appears that the
recovery goas will be met through reproduction in
the wild.

No soft release of captive-raised gray wolves has
occurred previoudy; however, the FWS is currently
undertaking a series of annual soft releases of wild-
caught gray wolves from Canada into Y ellowstone
National Park (USFWS 1993a, see Appendix J -
Update on Yelowstone and Central |daho Gray
Wolf Reintroductions).

Also, the reintroduction of the red wolf (Canis
rufus) in eastern North Carolina was largely by soft
releases of captive-raised animals (Phillips 1992).
Both of these release programs, conducted under
nonessential  experimental  population rules, have
largely succeeded to date. The Mexican Wolf
Recovery Program will apply knowledge gained
from these experiences.

Selection of Potential Areas for
Releasing Mexican Wolves

Identification of potential areas for releasing Mexi-
can wolves began in 1986 when the FWS, pursuant
to the 1982 Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan, solicited
candidates from the wildlife management agencies
of New Mexico, Arizona, and Texas. This led to
evaluation of five areas for their relative suitability.
These areas were centered on: 1) the Blue Range, 2)
the Chiricshua Mountains, 3) the Galiuro and
Pinaleno Mountains, and 4) the Atascosa and
Patagonia Mountains, al in Arizona; and 5) the
White Sands Missile Range (WSMR) in New
Mexico (Fig. 2-1). Arizond's Game and Fish Depart-
ment analyzed the four Arizona candidates (Johnson
et al. 1992). Bednarz (1989), under a contract with
the FWS, andyzed the WSMR.

The FWS compared and ranked the five candi-
dates based on the following attributes. area of
vegetation associated with typical Mexican wolf
habitat, wild ungulate density, water availability,
livestock density, potential effects on other threat-
ened or endangered species, human population
density, and road density (USFWS 1993¢) (Table 2-
1). The ranking did not attempt to consider every
possible facet of the long-term suitability of these
areas for wolf recovery. Long-term suitability will to
some extent depend on future ecological changes
and management actions.
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Ovedl, the WSMR ranked highest followed
closely by the Blue Range area. However, the
WSMR ranked lowest of all five candidates in total
area of vegetation associated with typical Mexican
wolf habitat. Bednarz (1989) estimated that 1,000
mi’ of such vegetation (mostly pinon-juniper wood-
land) exists on and adjacent to WSMR. Bednarz
predicted the entire WSMR area could support
about 30 wolves. The FWS’s current estimate of the
number of wolves the area could support, based
largely on prey availability and computer modelling
of deer population dynamics (Green-Hammond
1994), is less: only 20. Neither estimate-30 or
20—represents an independently viable population
(Bednarz 1989, Shaffer 1987). Nevertheless, a
population in this size range likely could be main-
tained through supplemental releases or, possibly, by
natural immigration of wolves from other nearby
populations if other populations were present.

The WSMR is unigue among the five candidate
areas in that it is closed to public access and livestock
grazing, although livestock are grazed on adjacent
lands. It is largely isolated, except to the northeast,
by 25 to 40 mile-wide desert basins that could
inhibit wolf movements. These features, particularly
the low likdlihood that wolves would prey on live-
stock, offer advantages as an area to conduct a
relatively low-conflict, experimental reintroduction.
However, the predicted wolf numbers the WSMR
could support fall far short of the Mexican Wolf
Recovery Plan’s objective of re-establishing at least
100 wolves in an area of 5,000 mi* (Mex. Wolf Rec.
Team 1982). At least one additional area would be
needed to achieve the objective. The WSMR could
possibly serve as a “wolf nursery” from which recap-
tured wild wolves, rather than captive-raised wolves,
might be used to stock another recovery area. The
use of wild-raised wolves has been an important
factor in the success of past reintroductions (Fritts
1992).

The Blue Range of east-central Arizona was the
other high-ranking candidate release area (Table
2-1). It also received the highest ranking by the
Arizona Game and Fish Department in its analysis
of the four Arizona candidate areas (Johnson et al.
1992). This and contiguous parts of the Apache
National Forest (ANF) lie adjacent to the larger Gila
National Forest (GNF) in New Mexico, which
provides similar, forested, mountainous habitat.
Together the ANF and GNF comprise more than
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Table 2-1. Suitability rankings of candidate areas for releasing Mexican wolves.

Key:

APM = Atascosa and Patagonia Mountains, Arizona

BR = Blue Range, Arizona

CM = Chiricahua Mountains, Arizona

GPM = Gdliuro and Pinadeno Mountains, Arizona

WSMR = White Sands Missile Range, New Mexico

Area Rank’

Attribute APM BR CM GPM WSMR
Habitat Area 3 5 2 4 1
Ungulate Density 4 3 1 2 5
Water Availability 5 5 5 1 S
Livestock Density 1 1 1 1 5
T&E? sSp. Effects 3 5 3 3 4
Human Density 1 4 3 2 5
Road Density 4 4 2 2 5
TOTAL 21 27 17 15 30

‘The highest rank is 5 and the lowest rank is 1. Areas that were substantially equivalent on an attribute received the same rank for that

attribute.

g “T&E Sp. Effects’ refers to expected effects on other threatened and endangered species in the area

SOURCE: USFWS (1993e)

7,000 mi® of federal land, most of which is suitable
for wolves. A wolf population reintroduced into the
Blue Range area would likely eventualy expand
throughout much of the ANF and GNF unless
managers prevented this from occurring.

Assuming an average pack territory size to be
abour 250 mi* (see Mech 1970), and average pack
size to be five wolves (Bednarz 1988), the ANF and
GNF combined could support 100 or more wolves.
This accords roughly with Bailey’s (193 1) estimate
that 100 wolves occupied the GNF area in 1906.
Successful reintroduction into the ANF and GNF
area would meet the Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan's
objective. However, unlike the WSMR, the ANF
and GNF are open to public use and largely in cattle
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grazing allotments. The potential for conflicts with
ranching and other uses is higher.

In addition, about 4,000 mi* of similar, contig-
uous, largely forested, montane habitat lies to the
west on the Fort Apache (or White Mountain
Apache) and San Carlos Apache Reservations in
Arizona. However, the FWS has no agreement with
these tribes regarding their future involvement in
wolf recovery and both have expressed opposition to
wolves on their reservations. The reservations,
therefore, have not been considered as potential
release or recovery areas. Nevertheless, they could be
affected if wolves are released in the Blue Range area
and they are addressed as likely wolf dispersal areas



under the full endangered status aternative (Alr. C)
in this FEIS.

In sum, the Blue Range and WSMR areas each
possess distinct positive and negative features for
wolf recovery. This FEIS anayzes reintroduction in
both areas. Since issuing the DEIS, the FWS has
designated the BRWRA as the preferred reintro-
duction location, with the WSWRA as a back-up to
be used only if necessary and feasible. This focussing
of the Preferred Alternative on the BRWRA is
fundamentally due to the Interdisciplinary Team and
the FWS determining that a strong biological
preference exists for the BRWRA. It provides a large,
multiple-species, native prey base (white-tailed deer,
mule deer, €k, javelinag), abundant well-distributed
water, and a large area for wolves to colonize follow-
ing the initial release. It is dso known to have been
prime wolf habitat historicaly. Only it is projected
to achieve the Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan god of
100 wild wolves. While evidence exist of wolves
having been on the WSWRA, it was probably not
prime wolf habitat and could not now support an
independently viable population.

Alternatives

Alternative A (Preferred Alternative):
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service proposes
to reintroduce Mexican wolves, classified as
nonessential experimental, into the Blue
Range Wolf Recovery Area. Wolves will be
released into the primary recovery zone and
allowed to disperse into the secondary recov-
ery zone. If feasible and necessary to achieve
the recovery objective of 100 wolves, a subse-
quent reintroduction of wolves into the
White Sands Wolf Recovery Area will be
conducted.

Actions Associated with Alternative

In 1997, the FWS will begin to reintroduce family
groups of captive-raised Mexican wolves into the
primary recovery zone of the Blue Range Wolf
Recovery Area (BRWRA) (Fig. 2-2; areas defined
precisely in Box 2-1, Geographic Boundaries). The
FWS will gradually release up to 15 family groups
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into the BRWRA (Table 2-2) and later, if necessary
and feasible, up to five family groups into the back-
up WSWRA (Fig. 2-3; Table 2-3). Reproduction in
the wild would increase the populations to
approximately the recovery area goals under each
reintroduction aternative. Wolves will be released
into the primary recovery zone and allowed to
disperse into the secondary recovery zone. The
recovery objective of the aternative is to re-establish
100 wild wolves distributed over more than 5,000
mi® by about the year 2005, consistent with the
1982 Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan. The FWS
projects that the population will eventualy fluctuate
near this level as result of natural processes, such as
intra-specific aggression and changes in prey abun-
dance and vulnerability, and management actions,
such as problem wolf control and transocation. The
FWS and its cooperators will monitor, research,
evaluate, and actively manage the wolves, including
trandocating or removing wolves that disperse
outside the wolf recovery areas or that cause signifi-
cant conflicts.

The FWS will designate the released wolves and
their progeny as one “nonessential experimental”
population under the Endangered Species Act
(ESA), 16 USC sec. 1539(j). Reintroduction will be
accomplished through “soft releases’ (see the Soft
Release Approach section, above). This will be done
in cooperation with various agencies. The U.S.
Forest Service (for the BRWRA) and the U.S. Army
(if the WSWRA is used) will be the primary land
managing agencies involved.

The Arizona Game and Fish Department has
developed a Cooperative Reintroduction Plan that
outlines the Department’s potential involvement as
joint managers, with the FWS, of wolves on the
Arizona side of the BRWRA (Groebner et al. 1995).
The plan is consistent with the FWS’s Preferred
Alternative, with some additional ideas that are
highlighted herein. It will be considered as a subset
of this aternative pertaining just to the Arizona side.
(It should be noted that future FWS cooperation
with the Arizona Game and Fish Department would
not preclude similar cooperation with other state,
federal, tribal, and local agencies in Arizona or New
Mexico.)

Reintroduction will occur under management
plans that allow dispersal by the new wolf popula
tions from the immediate release areas (“primary
recovery zones’) into designated adjacent areas
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Figure 2-2. Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area.
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Box 2- 1. Geographic boundaries for Mexican wolf reintroduction.

Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area (BRWRA): all of the Apache National Forest and all of the Gila Nationa
Forest (Fig. 2-2).

BRWRA primary recovery zone: the area within the Apache National Forest bounded on the north by the
Apache-Greenlee County line; on the east by the Arizona-New Mexico State ling; on the south by the San
Francisco River (eastern half) and the southern boundary of the Apache National Forest (western haf); and on
the west by the Greenlee-Graham County line (San Carlos Apache Reservation boundary) (Fig. 2-2).

BRWRA secondary recovery zone: the remainder of the BRWRA not in the primary recovery zone
(Fig. 2-2).

White Sands Wolf Recovery Area (WSWRA): all of the White Sands Missile Range, the White Sands
National Monument, and the San Andres Nationa Wildlife Refuge, and the area adjacent and to the west of
the Missile Range bounded on the south by the southerly boundary of the U.S. Department of Agriculture
Jornada Experimental Range and the northern boundary of the New Mexico State University Anima Science
Ranch; on the west by the New Mexico Principal Meridian; on the north by the Pedro Armendaris Grant
boundary and the Sierra-Socorro County ling; and on the east by the western boundary of the Missile Range
(Fig. 2-3).

WSWRA primary recovery zone: the area within the White Sands Missile Range bounded on the north by
the road from former Cain Ranch Headquarters co Range Road 16, Range Road 16 to its intersection with
Range Road 13, Range Road 13 to its intersection with Range Road 7; on the east by Range Road 7; on the
south by U.S. Highway 70; and on the west by the Missile Range boundary (Fig. 2-3).

WSWRA secondary recovery zone: the remainder of the WSWRA not within the primary recovery zone
(Fig. 2-3).

Mexican wolf experimental population area: the portion of Arizona lying north of Interstate Highway 10
and south of Interstate Highway 40; the portion of New Mexico lying north of Interstate Highway 10 in the
west, north of the New Mexico-Texas boundary in the east, and south of Interstate Highway 40; and that
portion of Texas lying north of US Highway 62/180 and south of the Texas-New Mexico boundary (Fig. 2-4).
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Table 2-2. Projected wolf population growth to recovery area goal after releases into the Blue Range
Wolf Recovery Area under nonessential experimental classification (Alternative A).

Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

Recovery area goal: 100 wolves occupying a total area of 5,000 mi’; based on Mexican Wolf Recovery Team (1982).

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
No. released successfully” 10 10 10 10 4 0 0 0 0
No. surviving (from prev. year) - 7 14 23 35 45 55 68 83
No. pups born® 0 5 10 20 30 40 50 60 75
10% control loss 1 2 3 5 7 9 11 13 16
25% other losses® 2 6 8 13 17 21 26 32 40
Total wolves (end of year) 7 14 23 35 45 55 68 83 102
No. packs® 1 2 4 7 9 11 13 16 20
No. breeding pairs’ 1 2 4 6 8 10 12 15 18
Area occupied’ (100 mi?) 3 5 10 18 23 28 33 40 50

4 . - . . . . . . . N
Inivally, about 15 captive-raised wolves annually will be released, but five of these are assumed to quickly die, disappear, disperse from the recovery area, or

require recapturing for a variety of reasons, and not to contribute to population growth. Fewer wolves will be released in 2001 to minimize overshooring of the

population goal.

b Average of five pups per litter based on McBride (1 980)

© “Other losses” includes wolves that die, leave, disappear, or are removed from the recovery area for any reasons besides control; adapted from rates in Phillips

(1992). USFW'S (1993a). and Mech (1970).

4 Aver age pack size of five based on Bednarz (1988).

* Most packs contain one breeding pair; assumed that 10% of packs do not have a successful breeding pair.

" Average pack ternitory size of 250 mi' based on Mexican Wolf Recovery Team (1982) and Mech (1970). Not al land within a territory 1s suttable year-round

habitat.

SOURCE: Adapted from USFWS (19 93a).

2-8



Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

Figure 2-3. White Sands Wolf Recovery Area.

/
TRUTH OR /
CONSEQUENCES//

) /
—_——

3
ANDRES 7
|
| /
///
e L %

ALAMOGORDO

NM PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN

WHITE ‘ SANDS

NATIONAL

,“ .
% f
' %3 5
| % | WOLF
S 2 5
%, 2 RECOVERY
3 K4
o AREA
\ BOUNDARY
() LAS CRUCES
0 15
L
@ PRIMARY RECOVERY ZONE SCALE IN MILES



Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

Table 2-3. Projected wolf population growth to recovery area goal after releases into the White Sands
Wolf Recovery Area under nonessential experimental classification (Alternative A).

Recovery area goal: 20 wolves occupying the typical habitat area of approximately 1,000 mi*, adapted from Bednarz
(1989).

1997 1998 1999
No. released successfully? 7 7 3
No. surviving (from prev. year) - 6 13
No. pups born® 0 5 10
5% control loss 0 1 1
20% other losses® 1 4 5
Total wolves (end of year) 6 13 20
No. packs? 1 2 4
No. breeding pairs* 1 2 4
Area occupied’ (100 mi®) 2.5 5.0 10.0

! Inicially, about 10 captive-raised wolves annualy will be released, but three of these are assumed to quickly die, disappear, disperse from the recovery are, or require
recapturing for a variety of reasons, and not to contribure to population growth. Fewer wolves will be released in 1999 to minimize overshooting of the population goal.

b Average of five pups per litter based on McBride (1980)

© “Other losses” includes wolves that die, leave, disappear, or are removed from the recovery area for any reasons besides control; adapted from rates 1 Phillips
(1992), USFWS (19934, and Mech (1970).

d Average pack size of five based on Bednarz (1988).
€ Most packs contain onc breeding pair; assumed that 10% of packs do not have a successful breeding pair

fAveragc pack territory size of250 mi“ based on Mexican Wolf Recovery Team (1782) and Mech (1970). Not all land within a territory is suitable year
round habitat.

SOURCE: Adapted from USFWS (1993a).
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(“secondary recovery zones') (Figs 2-2 and 2-3,
above). However, the FWS and cooperating agencies
will not allow the wolves to establish territories
outside these wolf recovery area boundaries unless
this occurs on private or tribal lands and the land
manager does not object. The FWS would attempt
to enter into cooperative management agreements
with such landowners regarding control of the
wolves. If the land manager objects to the presence
of wolves on private or tribal lands, field personnel
would recapture and relocate the wolves.

The FWS and the cooperating agencies will use
a flexible “adaptive management” approach based on
careful monitoring, research, and evaluation
throughout the release phase. This will include
adjusting the numbers actualy released according to
the needs and circumstances at the time. Initialy, to
reduce the likelihood of wolf dispersal onto the
White Mountain Apache and San Carlos Apache
reservations to the west, the wolf releases will occur
on the eastern side of the BRWRA primary recovery
zone, close to the Arizona/New Mexico border. The
FWS will encourage and support the formation of a
citizen advisory committee, or similar management
oversight body, to assist the FWS and cooperating
agencies in responding to local concerns.

Initia release stock will be “surplus’ Mexican
wolves designated by the SSP Management Group
from the U.S. captive population. A surplus wolf is
one whose loss or remova will not significantly
adversgly affect the genetic or demographic make-up
of the population (Siminski 19944). Thus, death of
one or more surplus wolves would not jeopardize the
continued existence of the subspecies. Use of surplus
wolves will alow the FWS to designate the wild
population as nonessential experimental. This
provides greater management flexibility than if
released wolves retain their endangered status and
associated ESA protections.

Prior to any releases, the FWS will determine
whether recolonization has occurred or appears
likely to occur within the U.S. portion of the sub-
species former range. Depending on its extent,
natural recolonization could contribute to meeting
the recovery objective and could, but would not
necessarily, diminate the need for releases of captive
animals into one or both of the designated wolf
recovery aress (see USFWS 1994c).

The following future circumstances will be
considered in decision-making about using the
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WSWRA subsequent to initia releases in the
BRWRA:

. whether using the WSWRA, in combination
with the BRWRA, is necessary to achieve the
recovery objective of re-establishing 100
wolves; that is, it would be used if it appears
that the initial introduction in the BRWRA
will not achieve a total population of 100
wolves,

. whether, based on future research, it appears
that the WSWRA deer herd could support a
wolf population that would contribute to
meeting the recovery objective, and

. other future circumstances that could affect
the feasibility of using the WSWRA, such as
the FWS wolf program budget, management
concerns, future military uses of the missile
range, and so on.

If both areas are eventually used, wolves could be
trandocated between the two areas as needed to
maintain overall population viability and to accom-
plish other management objectives. If feasible,
recaptured wild wolves from one recovery area,
rather than captive-raised wolves, could be used to
stock the other area to increase the likelihood of
success (Fritts 1992).

A key aspect of this proposal is the necessity of
adequate funding for monitoring and research to
study the impacts of the action and to determine
whether the Mexican wolf can survive in the modern
Southwest (see Appendix B - Projected Implementa
tion Costs). Progress will be continuously evaluated.
The FWS will prepare periodic progress reports,
detailed annual reports, and full evaluations after
three and five years. The full evaluations will include
recommendations regarding continuation or
termination of the reintroduction effort and wheth-
er, and how, to use the WSWRA. Decision-making
criteria that the FWS and cooperating agencies will
consider will include those recommended by the
Arizona Game and Fish Department in its Coopera-
tive Reintroduction Plan, which aso calls for full
evauation of the initial “experimental” phase after
three years (Groebner et al. 1995):



. whether the wolves have successfully estab-
lished home ranges within the designated
wolf recovery area,

. whether the reintroduced wolves reproduce
successfully in the wild,

. whether the numbers and vulnerability of
prey are adequate to support wolves,

. whether the livestock depredation control
program is effective,

. whether significant threats to human safety
have occurred,

. whether wolf mortality is substantialy
higher than expected, see Tables 2-2 and 2-3,

. whether effective cooperation with other
agencies and the public is occurring, and

. whether combined agency funds and staff are
adequate to carry out needed management,
monitoring, and research.

Monitoring and research efforts will assist in
determining the answers to these questions. The
criteria may need to be updated in the light of
changes in circumstances after the initial releases
(Groebner et a. 1995). For example, concern has
been expressed that current forest and woodland
health and ecological trends in the BRWRA will
result in decreased viability of prey populations
needed to support recovery levels of wolves (Hayes
1995). If the initid releases fail, further releases
would be inappropriate unless the cause of failure is
identified and remedied.

Projected Population Growth-In the BRWRA,
three family groups will be released in the first year.
(Arizona's Reintroduction Plan calls for releasing
only two pairs annualy in the BRWRA; the FWS
proposes three pairs because dispersal into the New
Mexico side of the BRWRA is anticipated.) Each
pair is projected to have, on average, three pups
surviving at the time of release (or following the first
whelping season after release). Thus, the average
family group size will be five and the initial releases
would amount to an average of 15 individuas.

Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

Supplemental releases of similar numbers of wolves
will be conducted, if necessary, for the following
four years; thereafter, only reproduction in the wild
will drive the population’s growth.

Growth projections are set forth in Tables 2-2
and 2-3 (for the WSWRA, if used), above; these
provide guidance but do not predict exact outcomes.
The projections assume that about one-third of the
wolves released each year quickly die, disappear,
disperse from the recovery area, or otherwise require
recapturing, and do not contribute to growth of the
population (USFWS 1993a, Phillips 1992). Thus,
the average number of wolves successfully released
annudly is initidly projected to be ten for the
BRWRA (seven for the WSWRA). Fewer wolves
may be released in later years to avoid overshooting
the recovery objective, depending on actual repro-
duction and mortality rates.

The Preferred Alternative will be completed
when the population reaches the recovery objective
of 100 wolves over 5,000 mi? this is projected to
take nine years (Table 2-2). Moderately high annua
control losses and other losses-35% total-are
expected. The depredation control and other losses
are relatively high due to the presence of livestock
and the public in the BRWRA.

The FWS or cooperating agencies will monitor
the wolves continually. The schedule and numbers of
wolves released will be adjusted in accordance with
the actual population growth. Upon achievement of
the recovery objective, the FWS will develop and
implement detailed long-term plans for sustainable
management of the re-established wolves. The
recovery area goals approximate the expected num-
ber of wolves that these areas can reasonably sup-
port. The goals may need revision if field evidence
shows they are not redlistic. The FWS projects that
the wolf populations will eventualy fluctuate above
and below these goals through a combination of
natural processes and management actions. The
FWS will actively manage against expansion of the
population beyond the designated wolf recovery
areas.

Geographic Boundaries.-The Preferred Alternative
involves the following geographic designations: wolf
recovery area, primary recovery zone, secondary recovery
zone, and experimentalpopulation area (Fig. 2-4).
Box 2-1 and Appendix C, the proposed Mexican
Wolf Experimental Population Rule, give precise



Figure 2-4. Mexican Wolf Geographic Boundaries.
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boundaries of these areas and zones. These designa-
tions carry no public or private land use restrictions,
per se. Also, ESA critical habitat shall not be desig-
nated within the experimental population area under
the FWS’s proposed nonessential experimental
classification, 16 USC sec. 1539(j)(2)(C)(ii).

Wolf recovery will be supported only in the
designated wolf recovery areas (i.e., the BRWRA and
possibly the WSWRA). Within these recovery areas,
wolves will be released only in the primary recovery
zones, but they will be alowed to disperse into the
adjacent secondary recovery zones. The chief signifi-
cance of the experimental population area is to
distinguish the legal status of any wolves that might
be found there; wolf recovery is not being proposed
and will not be supported throughout the area. Any
wolf in this large area will be considered to belong to
the nonessential experimental population. The
flexible management measures in the Mexican Wolf
Experimental Population Rule will apply throughout
this area. Wolves found within the experimental
population area, but outside of a designated wolf
recovery area, will be captured and returned for re-
release or placement into the captive population.
Wolves found outside the experimental population
area will be presumed to be of wild origin with full
endangered status under the ESA unless evidence
such as a radio-collar or identification mark estab-
lishes that it is a member of the experimental
population. In such a case the wolf would retain its
experimental nonessential status pending recapture.

The southern boundary of the experimental area
was established to the north of the most suitable
areas for possible natural recolonization from
Mexico. Thus, if wolves actualy did recolonize from
Mexico--a very speculative possibility-they would
retain their full endangered status unless they trav-
elled north into the experimental population area
(see Alr. D).

Release Procedures.—The FWS will select release
stock from its captive wolf management facility on
the Sevilleta National Wildlife Refuge or other
captive management facilities. In the winter of
1996-1997—or later if circumstances compel a delay
-the FWS will place the sdected pairs in separate

Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

pens congtructed within the BRWRA primary
recovery zone. These pens will be separated by
severa miles. Each pen will occupy less than one-
half acre; field personne will have temporary hous
ing nearby.” Land managers will restrict public access
and “disturbance-causing land use activities’ (de-
fined in the Glossary, Appendix G, including some
specific exemptions), up to a one mile radius around
the release pens only while wolves are in the pens.
Human contact will be further reduced and the
wolves diet will be converted to natural prey items,
such as road-killed deer, ek, javeling, jackrabbits,
and cottontails. Wolves will remain in the pens for
up to six months to acclimate to the area. Then, the
field managers will open the pens and alow the
wolves to leave and return at will. Managers will
place carcasses (e.g., roadkills) of natural prey in the
vicinity until they determine that the wolves have
the predatory skill to obtain an adequate food supply
on their own.

In the event that a wolf selected for release and
placed in the acclimation pens becomes unsuitable
or dies, it may be replaced by another animal from
the captive population. In this case the wolf may be
released later, after sufficient acclimation time has
elapsed. Releases conducted during subsequent years
will follow procedures similar to those described
above with refinements based on previous release
experiences. If wolves have established a territory in
the vicinity of a release pen, then the pen will be
moved to a location outside known wolf territories
for releases in subsequent years. If the WSWRA is
used, release procedures will be similar to those
described above.

Monitoring and Research.--Prior to placement in
release pens the adult wolves will receive permanent
identification marks and radio collars. Pups will
receive surgically implanted transmitters prior to
release. Fidld managers will recapture them when
they are large enough to be fitted with neck collars.
Wild-born wolves will be captured, given a perma-
nent identification mark, and radio-collared for at
least the first five years of the project.

The FWS and cooperating agencies will monitor
movements, behavior, population status, and well-

‘The FWS and the Forest Service, for the BRWRA, and the U.S. Army, for the WSWRA if used, and other cooperating agencies,
will jointly designate precise release pen sites within the primary recovery zones. The FWS and these agencies will prepare an environ-
mental assessment under NEPA on potential site-specific impacts associated with these facilities.



being of released wolves through radio tracking
(ground and aeria), field observations, obtaining
sighting reports from the public, and other methods.
Food habits, kill rates, pack size, litter size, territory
size, and other aspects of wild Mexican wolf life will
be studied. The FWS and cooperating agencies will
bear the costs of this monitoring program at least
through five years beyond the achievement of the
recovery objective; cooperative research agreements
with qualified institutions may be negotiated.

Management.—A federa regulation will designate
the population to be released as experimental and
nonessential to the continued existence of the
subspecies. This Mexican Wolf Experimenta
Population Rule will delineate the precise geo-
graphic boundaries (see Box 2- 1, above) and pre-
scribe the protective measures and management
authority that apply. No formal ESA Section 7
consultation would be required regarding potential
impacts of land uses on nonessential experimental
Mexican wolves. Any harm to wolves resulting solely
from habitat modification caused by authorized uses
of public lands, that is, not in violation of the
closure provisions or other provisions regarding take
or harassment, would be a legal take under the
Proposed Rule. Any habitat modification occurring
on private or tribal lands would not constitute illega
take. Based on evidence from other areas, the FWS
does not believe that wolf recovery requires major
changes to currently authorized land uses. The main
management goals are to protect wolves from
disturbance during vulnerable periods, minimize
illegal take, and remove individuas from the wild
population that depredate or otherwise cause signifi-
cant problems.

The complete proposed experimental population
rule, as published in the Federal Register on May 1,
1996, is in Appendix C. In summary, the Proposed
Rule provides:

No one will be in violation of the ESA for
unavoidable and unintentional take of a wolf
within the Mexican wolf experimenta
population area when the take is incidenta
to a legal activity, such as driving, trapping,
and military testing or training activities, and
is promptly reported. Anyone may take a
wolf in defense of human life.

Alternatives Including the Proposed Action
No private or tribal land use restrictions will
be imposed for wolf recovery without the
concurrence of the private owner or tribal
government. On public lands, public access
and disturbance-causing land use activities
(defined in Appendix G) may be temporarily
restricted within a one-mile radius around
release pens, and around active dens between
March 1 and June 30 and around active wolf
rendezvous sites (defined in Appendix G)
between June 1 and September 30.

On public lands dlotted for grazing, livestock
owners and their designated agents. (1) may
harass wolves for purposes of scaring them
away from livestock provided the harassment
is promptly reported, and (2) may be al-
lowed to take wolves actualy engaged in
attacking livestock.

Permission for private parties to take wolves
on public grazing lands must meet al of
these conditions. 1) six or more breeding
wolf pairs occur in the BRWRA, or three or
more breeding wolf pairs occur in the
WSWRA (if used); 2) previous livestock loss
or injury by wolves has been documented by
an authorized FWS, ADC, or state employee
and efforts to control the offending wolves
have been undertaken but have not suc-
ceeded; 3) physical evidence exists that an
attack occurred at the time of the take; and
4) the take is promptly reported.

On private or tribally-owned lnd, regardiess
of location, property owners and livestock
owners and their designated agents may
harass wolves near livestock, people, build-
ings, facilities, pets, or other domestic
animas a any time and may take wolves
attacking livestock under more libera
conditions than those applicable to public
grazing lands. That is, such take can occur
regardless of the number of recovered wolf
pairs in the area and no requirement exists
for government agencies to have completed
their efforts to take the depredating wolves.
However, physica evidence that an attack
occurred at the time of the take must be



present and the take must be promptly
reported.

Any FWS-authorized person may capture
and remove or trandocate reintroduced
wolves consistent with a FWS-approved
management plan or specia management
measure. These may include wolves that: (1)
prey on livestock, (2) attack domestic ani-
mals other than livestock on private land, (3)
impact game populations in ways which may
inhibit further wolf recovery (impact defined
in Appendix G), (4) prey on state-endan-
gered desert bighorn sheep on the White
Sands Missile Range (if used), (5) are consid-
ered problem wolves (defined in Appendix
G), are a nuisance, or endanger themselves
by their presence in a military impact area,
or (6) are necessary for research.

» The FWS does not intend to change the
“nonessential  experimental” designation to
“essential experimental” or “endangered” and
the FWS does not intend to designate
critical habitat for the Mexican wolf.

Any taking of a wolf contrary to the experi-
mental population rule may be referred to
the appropriate authorities for prosecution.

The release process involves many uncertainties.
Wolves may die, surviving mates may need to be
recaptured and paired with another mate or returned
to the captive population, or wolves may disperse
out of the recovery areas and need to be retrieved
(Phillips 1992). Post-release management to address
these uncertainties will follow an interagency
cooperative management plan. This will include
working with the Arizona Game and Fish Depart-
ment to meet the requirements of its Cooperative
Reintroduction Plan and working with the New
Mexico Department of Game and Fish. A wolf
management team representing the FWS, the Game
and Fish agencies, and other cooperating agencies
will determine whether particular actions are neces-
sary. The interagency management plan will cover
issues such as release pen siting, veterinary manage-
ment, depredation control, capture and relocation,
research, radio tracking, aeria overflights, prey
monitoring, and prey habitat management. Field
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staff will conduct monitoring and research, trapping,
depredation investigation, mortality investigation,
control, and other on-the-ground actions. A citizen
advisory committee, or similar body, could also
participate in management decisions.

Mitigation Measures

Control of Problem Wolves—. The experimental
population rule provisions, summarized above, are
largely measures to mitigate the potential impacts of
the proposal by providing the greatest degree of
management flexibility and the leasr impact on
private activity consistent with wolf recovery. One
mitigation measure is the allowance of non-injurious
harassment of wolves and, in limited situations,
killing them if they are observed attacking livestock,
although the actual number of observed attacks is
expected to be small. The FWS or other authorized
agencies will respond to al incidents of wolf-caused
depredation with concerted efforts to prevent
additional depredation. Captured problem or
nuisance wolves will be returned to captivity or to a
distant location in the wolf recovery area, pursuant
to the cooperative management plan. If both recov-
ery areas are in use, wolves from the BRWRA could
be translocated to the WSWRA, and vice versa.

The FWS will permanently remove from the
wild or, as a last resort, euthanize any wolves exhibit-
ing a consistent pattern of livestock depredation
(three or more confirmed kills within one year in
primary wolf recovery zones and two or more in
other areas). A wolf would be euthanized only after a
determination by the FWS that it had no further
value to the recovery program; euthanasia would be
done in accordance with the guidelines of the
American Veterinary Medical Association (AVMA
1993), when feasible. Resolving depredation prob-
lems through changes in livestock husbandry will be
explored with ranchers.

On private property, after two confirmed inci-
dents within one year of nuisance behavior or the
killing or injuring of pets or other domestic animals
by wolves, efforts will be undertaken to deter this
behavior. The FWS will move captured offending
wolves to a distant location. The FWS will perma
nently remove from the wild or euthanize any
wolves exhibiting a consistent pattern of nuisance
behavior (three or more incidents per year). This
model of active, professional, management of



depredation has proven feasible in Minnesota and in
the northern Rockies; it has demonstrably served in
both areas to expeditioudy resolve wolf/livestock
conflicts (Niemeyer et a. 1994; Paul 1995). Active
management in conjunction with public education
and information improves loca tolerance of wolves.

The FWS will attempt to recapture and relocate
members of the experimental population that go
outside the designated wolf recovery areas. However,
the FWS will not routinely recapture and return
pack members that make occasional forays outside
recovery areas nor will it attempt to do so for re-
ported but unconfirmed lone wolves, except when
livestock depredation occurs. Packs that establish
territories on public land outside the designated wolf
recovery areas will be captured and returned to a
recovery area or to captivity. If wolves move onto
private or tribal lands outside the recovery areas the
FWS will attempt to develop management actions in
cooperation with the land manager, including
recapture and return if requested by the land owner
or tribal government. Field staff will not work on
private or tribal land without permission.

Other Mitigation.—As indicated, the FWS will
condition the captive wolves prior to release. This
will emphasize orienting them to native prey and
habitat and may include aversive conditioning to
both humans and livestock. The actua releases will
occur in remote portions of the recovery areas where
the fewest potential conflicts with human uses will
occur.

A private depredation compensation fund exists
to cover the costs of livestock losses. The Defenders
of Wildliife, a national membership non-profit
corporation, has over $112,000 in a fund to be
applied to wolf depredation in both the northern
Rocky Mountains and the Southwest (Schlickeisen
1993; Defenders of Wildlife 1994). The fund pays
100% of the market value of livestock lost to con-
firmed wolf kills as determined by a responsible wolf
management officid. It also pays 50% for uncon-
firmed losses of livestock when wolves are in the area
and evidence exists that a depredation occurred.
From 1987 through 1994, a total of about
$1 5,000—around $2,000 per year-was paid out of
this fund to 17 ranchers in Montana. During this
period the wolf population there averaged 44 ani-
mals. The FWS does not guarantee the future
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existence of this private mitigation fund, but recog-
nizes it has been a very valuable aid to wolf recovery.

The FWS will undertake a cooperative effort to
improve public understanding of the biology,
ecology, history, management, and status of Mexican
wolves. In particular, residents of the primary and
secondary recovery zones will receive briefings and
regular updates. Participation of a citizen advisory
committee will be encouraged and supported. The
FWS and cooperating agencies will work with
ranchers to assess actua depredation impacts and to
develop methods to mitigate potential impacts
through changes in livestock husbandry. These could
include; use of horned cattle, regular checks of herds,
bull management so that calves are born a about the
same time, calving in confined pastures, herd
concentration methods, herd protection methods,
and remova or buria of livestock carcasses (Bjorge
and Gunson 1985). Some of the suggested methods
likely would be impractical for open range Situa-
tions. In small pastures, the use of livestock guarding
dogs or other guard animals may deter wolf attacks
(Coppinger and Coppinger, in press).

The proposed Mexican Wolf Experimental
Population Rule also provides for controlling wolves
to prevent unacceptable impacts on ungulate herds
that might inhibit wolf recovery and to avoid im-
pacts on New Mexico's state-endangered desert
bighorn sheep population on the WSWRA (if used).
This herd merits special protection due to low
population growth caused by long-standing disease
problems, although wolves likely will not take many
of these steep-terrain animals (Bednarz 1989).
Unacceptable impacts on ungulate herds are defined
in the Glossary (Appendix G) under “Impact on
game populations in ways which may inhibit further
wolf recovery.”

Summary of Alternative A

In conclusion, the following actions are called for to
implement Alternative A:

expand the captive Mexican wolf population,
select and acclimate wolves for release,

adopt the final rule designating the popula-
tion as experimental nonessential and desig-
nating the experimental population area,
conduct public information and education
efforts and support a citizen advisory



committee,

. develop an interagency cooperative
management plan,

. set up release pens in the BRWRA and place
wolves in them,

. implement field management, monitoring,

research, and problem wolf control,

conduct annual releases of adequate numbers

of family groups of wolves to lead to achieve-

ment of the recovery objective of 100

wolves,

. recapture and return wolves that disperse
beyond the BRWRA boundary,

. consider the necessity and feasibility of using
the WSWRA, and

. a three and five years, fully evaluate whether
the reintroduction effort should continue or
terminate.

Alternative B: Reintroduction of Mexican
wolves, classified as nonessential experimen-
tal, into both the Blue Range Wolf Recovery
Area and the White Sands Wolf Recovery
Area primary recovery zones. Wolves dispers-
ing from the primary recovery zones will be
captured and returned to the primary zones
or captivity.

Actions Associated With Alternative

In 1997, the FWS will begin to reintroduce family
groups of captive-raised Mexican wolves into both
the BRWRA and the WSWRA primary recovery
zones and actively prevent the populations from
expanding beyond these zones (Fig.s 2-2 and 2-3,
above). In the BRWRA primary recovery zone the
FWS will release about eight family groups over four
years with the goal of reaching a population of 20
wild wolves by 2001 (Table 2-4). In the WSWRA
primary recovery zone the FWS will release about
four family groups over two years with the goa of
reaching a population of 14 wild wolves by 1999
(Table 2-5). The total recovery objective will be 34
wolves. The BRWRA primary recovery zone repre-
sents only about onefifth of the area wolves would
occupy in the whole BRWRA under Alt. A. The
WSWRA primary recovery zone represents about
two-thirds of the area wolves would occupy in the
whole WSWRA under Alt. A.

Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

The FWS will designate the population as
nonessential experimental under the ESA. The FWS
will adopt basically the same Mexican Wolf Experi-
mental Population Rule as under Ah. A (Appendix
C), but it would apply to the smaller areas. The
FWS and its cooperators will follow the same
release, monitoring, and management procedures as
under Ah. A, but on a smaller scale due to the
smaller areas involved. Control will be accomplished
through a combination of aggressive monitoring and
management methods to promptly recapture wolves
that leave the primary recovery zones. Wolves could
be trandocated between the two areas as needed.

In the BRWRA primary recovery zone, because
of the smdler area involved (1,000 mi?), the FWS
will release only two family groups annualy, total-
ling approximately ten wolves (Table 2-4), rather
than three family groups released annually under
Ah. A. High annual control mortality and other
losses of wolves are expected due to the intensive
management required to prevent dispersal. Alterna
tive B in the BRWRA will be completed when 20
wolves occupy the 1,000 mi* primary recovery zone.
The population and area goals likely would be met
after five years, in 2001.

In the WSWRA primary recovery zone, annua
mortality and other losses of wolves are expected to
be somewhat higher than under Alt. A due to the
intensive management required to prevent dispersal.
Alternative B in the WSWRA will be completed
when 14 wolves occupy the roughly 720 mi* of
suitable Mexican wolf habitat in the primary recov-
ery zone (Bednarz 1989). The population and area
goals likely would be met after three years, in 1999.

These population projections provide guidance
but do not predict exact outcomes. Neither
subpopulation would be considered independently
viable and neither would alone, nor combined, meet
the Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan objective.



Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

Table 2-4. Projected wolf population growth to recovery area goal after releases into the Blue Range
Wolf Recovery Area under nonessential experimental classification with restricted dispersal (Alt. B).

Recovery area goal: 20 wolves occupying the primary recovery zone, area of approximately 1,000 mi’; adapted from
Mexican Wolf Recovery Team (1982).

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
No. released successfully” 7 7 7 7 0
No. surviving (from prev. year) - 4 7 11 17
No. pups born® 0 0 5 10 15
10% control loss 1 1 2 3 3
30% other losses* 2 3 6 8 9
Total wolves (end of year) 4 7 11 17 20
No. packs’ - ! 2 3 4
No. breeding pairs® -- 1 2 3 4
Area occupied’ ( 100 mi?) - 3 5 8 10

¢ [nidally, about ten captive-raised wolves annually will be released, but three of these are assumed to quickly die, disappear, disperse from the recovery area
or require recapruring for a variety of reasons, and nor to contribute to population growth.

b Average of five pups per litter based on McBride (1980)

C o«

Other losses’ Includes wolves that die, leave, disappear. or are removed from the recovery area for any reasons besides control; adapted from rates in Phillips {1992),
USFWS (1993a), and Mech (1970)

d Average pack size of five based on Bednarz (1788)
° Most packs contain one breeding pair; assumed that 10% of packs do not have a successful breeding pair.

fAvcragc pack territory size of 250 mi’ based on Mexican Wolf Recovery Team (1782) and Mech (1770). Not al land within a territory is suitable year
round habirat.

SOURCE: Adapted from USFWS (1993a).
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Table 2-5. Projected wolf population growth to recovery area goal after releases into the White Sands
Wolf Recovery Area under nonessential experimental classification with restricted dispersal (Ale. B).

Recovery area goa: 14 wolves occupying the primary recovery zone area Of approximately 720 mi’; adapted from
Bednarz (1989).

1997 1998 1999
No. released successfully” 7 7 0
No. surviving (from prev. year) - 5 12
No. pups born® 0 5 10
5% control loss 0 I |
25% other losses 2 4 6
Total wolves (end of year) 5 12 15
No. packs? 1 2 3
No. breeding pairs® 1 2 3
Area occupied’ (100 mi?) 2.5 5.0 7.5

! Initially‘ about ren captive-raised wolves annually will be released, but three of these ate assumed to quickly die, disappear. dispcrse from the recovery area,
or require recapturing for a variety of reasons, and not to contribute to population growth.

b A erage Of five pups per litter based on McBride (1980).

¢ “Ceher losses” Includes wolves that die, leave, disappear, or are removed from the recovery area for any reasons besides control; adapted from rates in Phillips
(1992}, USFWS (1993a), and Mech (1970).

d Average pack size of five based on Bednarz (1988)

Most packs contain one breeding pair; assumed that 10% of packs do not have a successful breeding pair.

t Average pack territory size of 250 mi’ based on Mexican Wolf Recovery Team (1982) and Mech (1970). Not all land within a territory is suitable year.
round habitar.

SOURCE: Adapted from USFWS (1993a).



Mitigation Measures

Mitigation will be the same as under Alt. A. The
scale of the mitigation efforts will be reduced due to
the smaller areas involved. However, a high intensity
of management will be needed to prevent wolves
from dispersing beyond the primary recovery zones
into adjacent suitable habitat.

Summary of Alternative B

In conclusion, the following actions are called for to
implement Alternative B:

expand the captive Mexican wolf population,
select and acclimate wolves for release,
adopt the fina rule designating the popula
tion as experimental nonessential and desig-
nating the experimental population area,
conduct public information and education
efforts and support a citizen advisory
committee,

develop an interagency cooperative wolf
management plan,

designate release areas within the BRWRA
and WSWRA primary recovery zones, set up
release pens, and place wolves in them,
conduct annual releases in both areas of
adequate numbers of family groups to lead
to achievement of the total recovery objec-
tive, that is, 34 wolves,

implement intensive field management,
monitoring, research, and problem wolf
control,

recapture and return wolves that disperse
beyond designated primary recovery zones,
and

after three and five years, fully evauate
whether the reintroduction effort should
continue or terminate.

Alternative C: Reintroduction of Mexican
wolves, classified as endangered, into the
Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area only. Wolves
will be released into the primary recovery
zone and unlimited dispersal will be allowed.

Alternatives Including the Proposed Action
Wolves will receive full protection under the
Endangered Species Act.

Actions Association with Alternative

In 1997, the FWS will begin to reintroduce family
groups of captive-raised Mexican wolves under their
current full-endangered status into the primary
recovery zone of the BRWRA in east-central Ari-
zona, following the same release procedures as under
Alt.s A and B. The FWS will gradually release up to
15 family groups into the BRWRA. No releases will
occur in the WSWRA.? The recovery objective of
the aternative is to re-establish 100 wild wolves
distributed over more than 5,000 mi? by about the
year 2002, consistent with the Mexican Wolf Recov-
ey Plan (Table 2-6). The FWS and its cooperators
will monitor and conduct research on the wolves,
but they will not actively manage them.

The full-endangered status allows unrestricted
dispersal; that is, the FWS will neither restrict the
population to the designated BRWRA, as under Alt.
A, nor to the smaller primary recovery zone, as
under Alt. B. No attempts will be made to recapture
or return wolves with the possible exception of
individual depredators.

The wolves will have the full protection against
“take’ by humans provided by the ESA. Anyone
who would “harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot,
wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or attempt to
engage in any such conduct” against a Mexican wolf
will be violating the ESA, 16 USC sec.s 1532( 19)
and 1538. The only exceptions will be takings to
protect human life or by specia permit “for scientific
purposes or to enhance the propagation or survival
of the affected species,” 16 USC sec. 1539(a)(1)(A).
This is the same “endangered” status that wild
Mexican wolves would have if they were to somehow
naturally recolonize into the United States from
Mexico under Alt. D.

The overal rates of mortality and other losses are
projected to be lower than under Alt. A in the
BRWRA, at 25% (Table 2-6, above). As a result, the
population and area goals will be met after six years,
three years sooner than under Alt. A. These popula-

In the DEIS, Alt. C included reintroduction into the WSWRA as well as into the BRWRA. The Interdisciplinary Team and the
FWS decided to drop reintroduction into the WSWRA from Alt. C in this FEIS.
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Table 2-6. Projected wolf population growth to recovery area goal after releases into the Blue Range
Wolf Recovery Area with full Endangered Species Act protection (Alternative C).

Recovery area goal: 100 wolves occupying a total area of 5,000 mi’; based on Mexican Wolf Recovery Team (1382).

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
No. released successfully® 10 10 10 10 4 0
No. surviving (from prev. year) -- 8 17 31 49 70
No. pups born® 0 5 15 25 40 65
25% all losses' 2 6 11 17 23 34
Total wolves (end of year) 8 17 31 43 70 101
No. packs® ! 3 6 9 14 20
No. breeding pairs* 1 3 5 8 13 18
Area occupied’ (100 mi?) 3 8 15 23 33 50

d L . . . . . . . .
Initially, abour 15 captive-raised wolves annually will be released, but five of these are assumed to quickly die, disappear, disperse from the recovery area, or require

recapturing for a variety of reasons, and not to contibute to population growth. Fewer wolves will be released in 2001 to minimize overshooting of the population goal.

b Average ot tive pups per litter based on McBride (1980)

“ “Other losses” includes wolves that die, leave, disappear, or are removed from the recovery area for any reasons besides control; adapted from rates i Phillips
(1932). USFWS (1993a), and Mech (1970).

d Average pack size of five based on Bednarz (1 988)
“ Most packs contain one breeding pair; assumed that 10% of packs do not have a successful breeding pair

' Average pack territory size of250 mi® based on Mexican Wolf Recovery Team (1982) and Mech (1970). Nor all land within a territory 1s suitable year-
round habitat

SOURCE: Adapted from USFWS (1993a).
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tion projections provide guidance but do not predict
exact outcomes.

It is more likely under Alternative C than under
Alt.s A, B, or D that the wolf population could
eventualy grow to far exceed the projections in the
scenarios. The precise numbers and areas where
wolves could occur cannot be predicted with confi-
dence, but they most likely would be forested,
montane habitats near the BRWRA. Chap. 3 de-
scribes the areas into which reintroduced wolves
foreseeably would disperse under this alternative.
They are the San Carlos Apache and Fort Apache
reservations, the Lakeside Ranger District of the
Sitgreaves National Forest, and the San Mateo
Mountains unit of the Cibola National Forest.

The impacts will be less predictable than under
the nonessential experimental classification aterna-
tives (A and B) because the impacts would occur
over a broader region when the wolves disperse
outside the BRWRA, as they probably eventually
would. A greater likelihood of land use restrictions
will exist under this aternative. Depending on
where the wolves occur, these could include limiting
predator control methods that might kill or injure
wolves, closing roads, modifying livestock grazing
alotments, and imposing other protections to avoid
jeopardizing the population’s survival. Federal
agencies will be required to pursue their ESA Section
7 responsibilities to conserve, and not to harm, the
endangered population. This lega mandate could
take precedence over other, more discretionary,
activities of these land managers. This could include
managing lands specifically to maintain and create
high-quality habitat for wolf prey. Such management
could include extensive vegetation manipulation to
favor ungulates, e.g., through timber harvesting,
clearing, and prescribed burning if this is determined
to be necessary to fully support wolf recovery.

Mitigation Measures

Individua depredating wolves could be controlled
only pursuant to a permit so long as the action
enhanced the subspecies survival, 16 USC sec.
1539(a)(1)(A). Management for this fully-protected
population will be less flexible than under the
experimental population rules for Alt.s A and B.
There will be no experimental population rule, no
boundaries on the wolf recovery area, no provisions

Alternatives Including the Proposed Action
to control wolves that are impacting ungulate herds,
and it will be illega to harm or harass the wolves
anywhere except under very narrow circumstances
authorized by an ESA permit. Taking by private
individuals of wolves that attack livestock will be
illegal. Taking wolves in defense of human life
will ill be allowed, 16 USC sec.s 1540(a)(3) and
1540(b)(3).

The FWS will implement the other mitigation
measures listed under Alt. A. As indicated, the FWS
will condition the captive wolves prior to release.
Conditioning will emphasize orienting the wolves to
native prey and habitat and may include aversive
conditioning to both humans and livestock. The
private depredation compensation fund sponsored
by the Defenders of Wildlife would apply. Again, the
FWS does not guarantee the future existence of this
private mitigation fund, but recognizes it has been a
valuable aid to wolf recovery in the northern Rockies
since 1987.

The FWS will undertake a cooperative effort to
improve public understanding of the biology,
ecology, history, management, and the full-endan-
gered status of the wolves under this aternative.

In particular, residents of al areas where the rein-
troduced wolves occur will receive briefings and
regular updates. The FWS and cooperating agencies
will work with ranchers to assess actual depredation
impacts and to develop methods to mitigate poten-
tia impacts through changes in livestock husbandry
(Bjorge and Gunson 1985; Coppinger and Cop-
pinger, in press).

An interagency management plan will be
entered into with cooperating state, federal, and
tribal agencies. This will cover issues such as release
pen siting, veterinary management, depredation
control, research, radio tracking, aeria overflights,
land use restrictions, wolf and ungulate habitat
enhancement, and prey monitoring and manage-
ment. Mitigation will be necessary over a broader
area when the population expands beyond the
BRWRA. Even if the reintroduction was going badly
it is unlikely that the project could be terminated
and al the wolves recaptured consistent with the
ESA, as could occur under the nonessential
experimental reintroduction alternatives.



Summary of Alternative C

In conclusion, the following actions are called for to
implement Alternative C:

expand the captive Mexican wolf population,
select and acclimate wolves for release,
conduct public information and education
efforts in the BRWRA and likely dispersal
aress,

develop an interagency cooperative wolf
management plan,

designate release areas in the BRWRA
primary recovery zone, set up release pens,
and place wolves in them,

conduct annua releases of adequate numbers
of family groups of wolves to lead to achieve-
ment of recovery objective of 100 wolves,
implement field management, monitoring,
research, and limited permitted problem
wolf control, and

after three and five years, fully evaluate
whether the reintroduction effort should
continue.

Alternative D: No Action
Actions Associated with Alternative

Under the No Action aternative, the FWS will take
no action other than continuing its present course. It
will neither release wolves nor take any other steps to
directly ensure Mexican wolf recovery. The FWS will
neither adopt an experimental population rule nor
designate any wolf recovery areas. The agency will
continue to support the captive population objec-
tives established in the SSP Master Plan (Siminski
1994b), but the agency will not support breeding for
maximum growth.

Based on its current ESA obligations, the FWS
would dtill encourage protection and expansion of
wild wolf populations under this aternative, if any
were discovered. Natural recolonization of gray
wolves has occurred in recent years in some areas
along the northern U.S. border, such as northwest-
ern Montana, northern Wisconsin, and northern
Michigan, which are close to Canada or Minnesota
where large sources of dispersing wolves exist (Laufer
and Jenkins 1989, Ream et a. 1991, Thiel 1988).
No evidence exists to indicate a likelihood of natural
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recolonization in U.S. portions of the historic
Mexican wolf range (Girmendonk 1994a, Whitaker
et a. 1995. Wolok 1994), but the FWS will support
continued research on this possibility.

Natural recolonization is considered extremely
speculative. Based on historical wolf abundance,
recent sighting reports alleged to be wolves, proxim-
ity to Mexico, and other factors, the most suitable
aress for potential natural recolonization by wild
wolves probably would be the mountainous parts of
southeastern Arizona and southwestern New Mexico
(Fig. 2-5), and Big Bend National Park in southern
Texas (Fig. 2-6). This aternative analyzes these three
areas. No confirmed sighting reports have come
from these areas or from Mexico in recent years.

The WSWRA and BRWRA-the most suitable
candidate areas for releases of captive-raised
wolves-are farther north and less likely to be
naturally recolonized from Mexico (see Fig. 2-4,
above). They are not andyzed under this alternative.
However, if natura recolonization were somehow to
occur in the BRWRA and WSWRA, the impacts
likely would be comparable to those analyzed under
the reintroduction alternatives.

Any wolves that did naturally recolonize would
be fully protected as an endangered species in the
United States. It would be illegal to harm or harass
them except under very narrow circumstances
authorized by an ESA permit. Nevertheless, evidence
from natural gray wolf recolonization along the
U.S./Canada border suggests that, even when
adequate source populations exist, lone wolves or
breeding pairs may repestedly appear in an area but
then die out or be accidentally or illegally killed
without establishing a self-sustaining population
(USFWS 1993a).

Assuming for analytical purposes that source
populations exist in Mexico, natura recolonization
might take on the order of 30 years, if it occurred at
al (see USFWS 19933). Under this time frame, and
assuming a 250 mi’ average territory size (Mech
1970) for the fivee-member average pack (Bednarz
1988), speculative population scenarios for the three
potential natural recolonization areas analyzed are:

Southeastern Arizona: 30 wolves might recolonize
by the year 2023 over approximately 1,500 mi?,
consisting of the Coronado National Forest units
south of Interstate 10, together with the Chiricahua
National Monument, the Coronado National



Figure 2-5. Mexican wolf potential natural recolonization areas in southeastern Arizona and southwestern New Mexico.
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Memorial, and the Fort Huachuca Military Reserva-
tion west of State Route 90 (Fig. 2-5, above).

Southwestern New Mexico: 20 wolves might
recolonize by the year 2023 over approximately
1,000 mi?, consisting of the mountainous areas
of Hidalgo County south of State Route 9
(Fig. 2-5, above).

Big Bend National Park: five wolves might recolo-
nize by the year 2023 over approximately

250 mi’, consigting of the Chisos Mountains and
surrounding land (Fig. 2-6, above).

These speculative scenarios provide guidance
but do not predict outcomes. Because of the great
uncertainty involved, year-by-year population
growth is not projected under this alternative as it is
for Alt.s A, B, and C. Even if wolf recovery were
somehow to occur in these three areas it might take
several decades and the most optimistic total popula-
tion of 55 animals inhabiting 2,750 mi* would not
meet the Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan goal.

None of the potential natural recolonization
areas alone, nor al of them combined, would meet
the objective of the Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan of
at least 100 animals distributed over a 5,000 mi?
area, unless they were linked with larger source
populations in northern Mexico (Mex. Wolf Rec.
Team 1982). Due to uncertainties about location
and timing, the impacts of natural recolonization,
if it occurs, will be less predictable than in the case
of reintroduction of captive-raised animals.

Land use restrictions could be imposed under
this alternative depending on if, and where, wolves
occurred. Restrictions could include limiting the use
of predator control methods that might kill or injure
wolves, closing roads, modifying livestock grazing,
and imposing other protections to limit any jeopar-
dy resulting from human activities. Other federa
agencies would be expected to pursue their
responsibilities under the ESA to conserve, and not
harm, a recolonizing population. This would include
managing to maintain and create high quality wolf
and ungulate habitat.
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Mitigation Measures

Under a natura recolonization scenario the FWS
would control only individual depredating wolves so
long as the action enhanced the subspecies’ survival
and a permit to do so was issued, 16 USC sec.
1539(a)(1)(A). Management of a small, fully-
protected endangered population would be less
flexible than under the experimental population rule
in Ales A and B. Management would be similar to
Alt. C, the reintroduction of full-endangered wolves.

The other mitigation options under Alt. A
would be implemented if natura recolonization
occurs, including providing public information and
developing an interagency cooperative management
plan. It is not certain that the current private
depredation compensation fund would exist decades
into the future to cover possible losses from a specu-
lative natural recolonization.

Summary of Alternative D

In conclusion, the following are called for under
Alternative D:

maintain the captive Mexican wolf popula-
tion, but take no action toward reintroduc-
tion,

in the event wolves were to recolonize,
develop an interagency cooperative wolf
management plan,

in the event wolves were to recolonize,
conduct research and public information and
education efforts in the recolonization areas,
and

in the event wolves were to recolonize,
implement field management, monitoring,
and limited problem wolf control.

Comparison of the Alternatives

Table 2-7 summarizes the features of the four
alternatives. Appendix B provides projected cost
estimates to complete each alternative. Table 2-8
outlines the projected environmental conseguences.
See Chapter 4 - Environmental Conseguences for
the detailed analysis that Table 2-8 summarizes.
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Table 2-7. Summary of Mexican wolf re-establishment alternatives.

Kev: BR = Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area; WS = White Sands Wolf Recovery Area.

Together - No

discovered)

Definite i
) Endangered Estimated Area to
Boundaries . X
Alternative Description Areas Analyzed Around Spemes_Act Area. wolf be Occupied
Protection Population Goal by Wolves
Recovery Status (square miles)
Areas?
Nonessential experi- BR and WS Yes Per experi- BR and WS BR and WS
A mental releases allow- primary and mental popu- (if used): (if used):
(Preferred ing dispersa into secondary lation rule Total - 100 Total - 5,000
) secondary recovery recovery zones
Alternative) .
zones, BR first,
WS back-up
Nonessential experi- BR and WS pri- Yes Per experi- WS - 14 WS - 720
B mental releases mary recovery mental popu- RR-20 BR - 1,000
preventing dispersal zones only lation rule Total - 34 Total 1,720
from primary zones
c Releases under full RR only plus likely No Endangered BR - 1004 BR - >5,000
ESA protection dispersal areas
No releases; research Southeastern No Endangered (speculative) (speculative)
and support possible Arizona, South- (if wolves SE Ariz. - 30 SE Ariz. - 1,500
D natural recolonization western New discovered) SWNM-20 SW NM - 1,000 Big
Mexico, and Big Big Bend NP - 5 Bend
Bend National Total - 55 NP- 250
Park, Texas Total - 2,750
(continued below)
Meets 1982 Estimated Estimated Annual Intensity
Mexican Wolf Years to Percentage of Major of Wolf Total Estimated
Recovery Plan’s Reach Area Established Population Land Use Management Implementation
Alternative Population Population Lost to Control and Restrictions Costs®
o 1 and Control
Objective? Goal Other Factors
A BR - Yes
(Preferred WS-No BR-9 BR - 35% $7,247,000
Alternative) Together - Yes WS -3 WS - 25% None Medium (over 14 years)
WS No
B BR-No WS -3 WS - 30% $5,890,000
Together - No BR-5 BR - 40% None High (over 10 years)
C BR - Yes BR-6 BR - 25% Some Low $5,692,000
possible (over 10 years)
SE Ariz. - No Decades No estimates Some Low $ 150,000 to
D SWNM-No (speculative) possible $217,000 per
Big Bend NP - No (if wolves year (period

indeterminate)

' In addition, about one-third of the captive-raised wolves that are released annually are expected to quickly die, disappear, disperse from the
recovery area, or to require recapturing for a variety of reasons, and not to become part of the established popularion.

? See Appendix B for cost accounting.
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Table 2-8. Summary of key projected impacts under each alternative.

Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

Votes: Chap. 4 provides background for all information summarized here. All impacts in thc back-up White Sands Wolf Recovery Area under Alt. A
lepend on whether the area is used. This table cmphasizcs quantifiable adverse impacts and is not a cost-benefit summary. Monetary losses are 11 994

jollars.

Key: BR = Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area; WS = White Sands Wolf Recovery Area

Alternative

Net impact of wolf
recovery on wild
prey populations

{low to high range)'

Impact on annual
hunter take in area
(low to high range)'

Annual lost value
of hunting
(low to high range)*

Annual lost hunter
expenditures in region
(low to high range)*

Number of cattle
killed annually (low
to high range)

A
(Preferred
Ale.)

I‘) 3

BR:4,800-10,000
fewer deer:
1,200- 1,900 fewer ek

WS: 1,200-3,000
fewer deer

HR: 970- 1,900 fewer
deer; 230-350 fewer dk

WS: 760-2,000

tewer deer

BR: 3,700-8,800 fewcr
deer; 8 70-1,700
fewer clk

not modellcd

BR: 300-36() fewer
deer: 120-200 fewer elk

WS: 1 0-24 fewer deet

BR: 57- 1 10 fewer deer;
24-33 fewer elk

WS: 5 11 fewer deer

BR: 240-480 fewer
deer; 90- 150 fewer ek

not modelled
(none in Big Bend NP)

BR: $716,800-
$1,336,600

WS: $3,000-$7,100

BR: $123,100-
$214,800

ws: $1,500-$3,300

RR: $582,800-
$1,119,200

not modellcd
(none in Big Bend NP)

HR: $579, 100-
$1,079,100

WS: $2,900-$7,000

RR: $58,200-
$101,500

WS: $1,500-$3,200

BR: $470,700-
$902,700

not modelled
(none in Big Bend NP)

BR:1-34

WS 0.01-0.%

BR: 0.03-1

WS: 0

BR:T 34

not estimated (nonc
in Big Bend NP)

! Figures given compare pruvy popularinns under the wolf reintroduction scenario, at a point in time five years after the wolf population goal for the
area is achicved, to what the prey populations are projected to be if wolves ire not reintroduced,

* These figures likely overstate the actual losses. Hunters may not actualy hunt less overall because of fewer deer and elk in the wolf recovery areas.
but instead turn their attention to substitute areas or species. Further, deer and elk hunting in Arizona and New Mexico are dominated by resident
hunters. Most of the nmoney not spent by residents as hunter expenditures 1n the region probably will be spent i some other seccor ot the stare

cconomy.

* Al projected impacts in the potencial natural recolonization aress are speculative

(continued on next page)
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Table 2-8. Continued
Value of cattle
. . . Impacts on Impacts on Impacts on land
killed annually Economic “ - Impacts on
) ADC government use and military .
(low to high benefits .. s L recreation
Alternative 4 activities policies and plans activities
range)
HR: $640- BR: increased BR: M-44 and BR: conflict with BR: minor access BR: mncreased
21,600 recreational use neck snare local ordinances restrictions near visitation
value and restrictions; pens, dens, and
expenditures limits on rendezvous siees
A other tools
(Preferred Alt.) WS: ws: little ws: little ws: timitea con- WS very limited WS liede
$10-$200 impact impact flict with local ACCESS TESTrICTioas: impact
ordinance5 inconvenience
for security
administration
RR: BR: limited in- RR: limited HR: no conflict BR: minor access BR: limited
$20-$600 creased M-44 and restrictions near increased
recreational use neck snare pens, dens, and visttation
value and restrictions; rendezvous sires

B
WS: $0
BR: $640-
$21,600
C
not estimated
(none in Big
Bend NP)
D3

expenditures

WS: no impact

BR: increased
recreational use
value and
expenditures

All 3 aress:
increased
recreational use
value and
expenditures

limits on other
tools

WS: no impact

BR: M-44 and
neck snare
restrictions,
limits on
other tools

All 3 areas: M-
44 and neck
snare restric-
tions; limits on
other tools

WS: no conflict

BR: conflict with
local ordinances;
potencial conflict
with San Carlos
and White Moun-
tan Apaches’ tribal
soverelgnty

All 3 areas: no
conflict

WS: very limited
ACCLSS l'CS[l'iC[iOIlS;
inconvenience for
security admin-
istration

BK: access restric-
tions near pens,
dens, and rendez-
vous sites; restric-
tions on grazing
and other acuvites

All 3 areas. access
restrictions near
pens, dens, and
rendezvous sites;
restrictions on
grazing and other
activities

WS: no impace

BR: increased
visitation

All 3 areas.
increased
visitation

4 Livestock losses may be compensated by a private depredation compensation fund
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CHAPTER 3
Affected Environments

Introduction

Chapter 2 designated the areas in the Southwest in
which the four adternative actions would take place.
Chapter 3 will describe these areas geographically,
biologically, and socialy. This description will provide
the framework for analyzing the potential impacts of
each of the alternatives in Chapter 4.

Alternatives A, B and C are the dternatives under
which the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) would
actively reintroduce captive-raised Mexican wolves
into the wild. The areas that would foreseeably be
affected by these aternatives overlap.

The affected areas under Alternative A could
include the entire the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area
(BRWRA) and the White Sands Wolf Recovery Area
(WSWRA) (Fig.s 3-1 and 3-2); however, the use of
the WSWRA as a back-up area is conditional. The
affected areas under Alternative B are just the primary
recovery zones within both the BRWRA and
WSWRA. Under both Alternatives A and B, the FWS
would attempt to recapture and remove any wolves
that established territories outside the designated
boundaries. Pending recapture, areas outside these
boundaries could also be affected, but to a relatively
minor degree.

Alternative C is limited initially to reintroduction
in the BRWRA (reintroduction into the WSWRA has
been dropped since the DEIS). Nevertheless, this
alternative potentially affects the largest area of any
alternative. Impacts are not limited to the BRWRA.
Impacts also may occur wherever the wolves disperse.
Dispersal areas under Alternative C cannot be predict-
ed with confidence; however, this chapter provides
general descriptions of the most likely, or foreseeable,
dispersal areas.

The areas most likely affected if natura wolf
recolonization occurred at some point in the future
under Alternative D, the “No Action” dternative, are
distinct from the areas affected by Alternatives A, B,
and C. These “potential natural recolonization areas’
are described at the end of this chapter.
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Blue Range Wolf
Recovery Area (BRWRA)

Geography

The BRWRA includes all of the Apache and Gila
National Forests (NF) in east-central Arizona and
west-central New Mexico, encompassing 4,386,245
acres, or 6,854 mi’ (Fig. 3-3). The BRWRA is located
within southern Apache and northern Greenlee
counties in Arizona, and southern Catron, northern
Grant, and western Sierra Counties in New Mexico.
Elevations range from under 4,000 feet in the semi-
desert lowlands along the San Francisco River to
11,000 feet on Mount Baldy, Escudilla Mountain,
and the Mogollon Mountains. Lower €elevations are
characterized by rolling hills with moderately steep
canyons and sandy washes. Mgjor drainages, such as
the Gila and San Francisco Rivers, have carved steep-
walled canyons through the lower areas. Higher
elevations are characterized by rugged sopes, deep
canyons, elevated mesas, and rock cliffs.

Climate

The BRWRA has relatively mild weather with cool
summers and moderate to cold winters over most of
the higher elevations, and warm year-round tempera-
tures in the lower elevations. Extremes range from -
32°F to 101°F (Johnson et al. 1992). At Alpine,
Arizona (elevation 8,050 feet), the average minimum
temperature is 27.9°F and the average maximum is
58.7°E. At Clifton, Arizona (elevation 3,470 feet), the
average minimum temperature is 51.5°F and the
average maximum is 79.0°FE. Annual precipitation
varies from seven to 12 inches in the southern wood-
lands to 30 to 37 inches in the mixed conifer forests
and averages amost 2 1 inches in the area. Most
precipitation falls during thunderstorms between mid-
July and September. Snow falls in the higher eleva-
tions from December through March (Allen 1993).
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Figure 3-2. Affected areas under Alternatives A and B in the White Sands Wolf Recovery Area Region.
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Water

Natural springs and streams supplemented with
sources constructed for livestock and wildlife are
widely dispersed (Allen 1993). The BRWRA contains
several mgor drainages, including the Little Colorado,
Gila, San Francisco, Blue, and Black Rivers, Eagle
Creek, and the North and San Agustin Plains. A total
of aimost 1,465 miles of permanent streams and about
4,244 acres of lake surface area are present. The Blue
Range Primitive Area, in the southern Apache NF, has
22 perennial water sources and 730 developed sources.
The Gila NF contains about 2,800 developed water
sources for livestock. These are less common in the
ungrazed portions of the wilderness areas within the
Gila NF (Johnson et al. 1992; SW Region USFS
1987a)

Vegetation

The most prevdent biotic communities in the
BRWRA are: petran montane and great basin conifer
forests, plains and great basin grassands, Madrean
evergreen woodland, and semidesert grasslands. Petran
montane conifer forests, occurring generally from
6,650 feet to 8,050 feet elevation, are characterized by
ponderosa pine often interspersed with aspen or fir
stands. Great basin conifer forests, at 4,900 feet to
7,550 feet, are dominated by juniper and pifion.
Plains and great basin grasslands occur between 4,900
feet and 7,550 feet and are comprised of a variety of
grasses; however, fire suppression and overgrazing have
aiiered some of this landscape so that mesquite,
juniper, and forbs now are widespread within the
BRWRA. In Madrean evergreen woodlands, at 3,950
feet to 7,200 feet, evergreen oaks, juniper and pifion
dominate. Occurring at 3,600 feet to 5,600 feet,
semidesert grasslands consist of a variety of grass and
scrub vegetation (Brown 1982).

Vegetation at the higher eevations of the BRWRA
is dominated by mixed conifer stands (437,720 acres).
As the terrain slopes toward the Black River, in the
upper Blue River watershed, and throughout the Gila
NEF, ponderosa and white pine forests occur inter-
spersed with undcrstories of oak, pifion, juniper,
douglas and white fir, mountain mahogany, and
ceanothus (totalling approximately 1,94 1,230 acres in
the BRWRA). Lower elevations support pifion-
juniper woodlands and Madrean evergreen woodlands
(2,352,430 acres).
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Grassdands are interspersed throughout al vegeta
tion types (484,480 acres). The northern portion of
the Apache NF includes an extensive high altitude
grassand near the summit of the White Mountains.
Some aress such as Four Bar Mesa in the southern
Apache NF have had extensive control of woody
vegetation to preserve the scarce grassands. Most
streams support riparian plant communities, encom-
passing 46,780 acres in the BRWRA. Fremont cotton-
wood, sycamore, walnut, boxelder, ash, and hackberry
are common at lower elevations; and narrowleaf
cottonwood, willows, aders, maples, red osier, and
berry bushes are common aong higher elevation
streams (Allen 1993; SW Region USFS 1987a; SW
Region USFS 19864a).

Historically, vegetation in the Apache NF was
typified by open-canopied forests and grassland areas
interspersed with forested areas. The trend has been
and is predicted to continue to be toward expansion
of coniferous and woodland vegetation, resulting
primarily from decades of fire suppression and second-
arily from reduced timber harvesting. The trend in all
forest types below the Mogollon Rim follows that
experienced above the Rim, especially in the pifion-
juniper woodland type, where the shift is from open-
canopy stands dominated by mature juniper trees,
sparsely scattered pifion, and grey oak to a much
denser woodland dominated by pifion (Hayes 1995a).
Federally endangered, threatened, proposed, and
candidate plant:; are listed in Appendix D.

Animals

History of Wolves

Mexican wolves formerly ranged throughout central
and southeastern Arizona and southern New Mexico,
including the Mogollon Rim, White Mountains,
Black Range, and the Blue and Black River region
(Brown 1983; Young and Goldman 1944). Bailey
(193 1) estimated that 100 wolves occupied the Gila
NF area in 1906. Through the 1940s occasional
reports of wolves continued from the White Moun-
tain Apache (or Fort Apache) Reservation and the San
Carlos Apache Reservation west of the Apache NE In
1960 the last confirmed wolf in east central Arizona
was trapped on the Fort Apache Reservation. No
wolves have been confirmed to exist in or near the
proposed BRWRA since (Brown 1983, Whitaker et al.
1995). However, six unconfirmed reports alleged to



be “wolves’ have come from the BRWRA since 1983
(Girmendonk 1994a; Wolok 1994).

Species of Special Concern

Endangered species listed by the FWS as presently, or
historically, occurring in the BRWRA include the Gila
trout, Gila topminnow, American peregrine falcon,
whooping crane, northern aplomado facon, bald
eagle, southwestern willow flycatcher, and black-
footed ferret. Federaly threatened species include the
Chihuahua chub, beautiful shiner, spikedace, loach
minnow, Apache trout, little Colorado spinedace, and
Mexican spotted owl (USFWS 1994a and 1993b).
The proposed and candidate species for federa listing
also are found in Appendix D. The FWS is investi-
gating the possibility of releasing a population of
federally endangered California condors in the Black
Range of New Mexico (R. Marshall, USFWS, pers.
comm.). The FWS also is proposing to extend protec-
tion of the endangered jaguar throughout its range,
including the southwestern U.S.

At present, approved critical habitat is associated
only with the federally threatened Little Colorado
spinedace, in the northern extreme of the Apache NF
for approximately five miles along Nutrioso Creek (52
Fed. Reg. 35034, Sept. 16, 1987). Critical habitat has
also been designated for the spikedace, loach minnow,
and Mexican spotted owl by the FWS, but is in an
uncertain legal status.

In addition, the State of Arizona has designated
the water shrew and meadow jumping mouse as
species of specia concern in the BRWRA (AGFD, In
prep.), and New Mexico lists as endangered the Gila
spring snail, New Mexico hotspring snail, chloride
oreohelix, roundtail chub, lowland leopard frog, Gila
monster, green rat snake, narrowhead garter snake,
Gila woodpecker, Bell’s vireo, gray vireo, common
black-hawk, southwestern willow flycatcher, spotted
bat, Arizona montane vole, and desert bighorn sheep
(NM Natura Heritage Program 1994).

Potential Wild Prey of Wolves

Large ungulates include white-tailed and mule deer,
elk, and, to lesser extents, javelina, pronghorn, and
Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep (Allen 1993). Annud
ungulate survivorship and reproduction in the South-
west vary with precipitation levels, grazing quantity
and quality, and management practices (Johnson et al.

Affected  Environments
1992). White-tailed deer in the BRWRA generaly
inhabit steep-sloped woodlands featuring oak, juniper,
and pinon. They aso are found in ponderosa pine
forests, desert scrub, deciduous forests, and occasion-
aly spruce-fir communities. Mule deer are found
usually between 4,000 feet and 7,000 feet elevation in
coniferous forests from pifion-juniper to spruce-fir,
but they can inhabit chaparral, desert areas, and higher
elevations. Mule deer and white-tailed deer ranges
frequently overlap. Elk are found in relatively high
mountain areas in meadows and coniferous forests.
They may move to lower elevations, living in pifion-
juniper woodlands, mixed conifer forests, plains
grasdand, and occasionally in desert scrub. ElIk cows,
calves, and yearling males often winter in large groups
in different areas than adult males. Around the Blue
Range Wilderness Area in the Gila NF some elk are
becoming year-round residents (E. Holloway, Gila
NF, pers. comm.).

Javelina generally inhabit ponderosa pine wood-
lands, p&on-juniper and oak woodlands interspersed
with grasslands, desert scrub, desert grasslands, and
chaparral. They adso occur on desert mountain ranges
and in thickets along creeks and washes. Pronghorn
inhabit shortgrass plains and meadows ranging from
desert areas to high plateaus. Bighorn sheep are found
in mountains, preferring precipitous ranges with
broken rock and steep gullies, along washes or creek
beds, or near natural water sources. Rocky Mountain
bighorn sheep move between higher summer and
lower winter ranges in the Apache NF, but remain
year-long residents at about 4,000 feet elevation in the
Gila NE (Desert bighorn sheep prefer areas between
3,000 and 4,000 feet elevation in jojoba communities
where galleta is the dominant grass between shrubs)
(AGFD 1994a; Hoffmeister 1986; E. Holloway, Gila
NE pers. comm.).

The BRWRA as a whole contains an estimated
57,170 deer of both species (average density 8.3/mi?).
The deer population in the Gila NF generally appears
stable (Gonzales 1993), dthough deer in the
Glenwood Ranger District appear to be declining
(Badwin 1995; E. Holloway, Gila NF, pers. comm.).
The Apache NF is experiencing a decline in deer likely
related to low fawn crops and declining habitat quality
resulting from unfavorable vegetation succession
largely due to decades of fire suppression. Approxi-
mately 15,800 elk (2.3/mi?) are found in the BRWRA
(AGFD 1994a; Girmendonk 1994b; Gonzales 1993).
This population has increased during recent years



(Allen 1993). Javelina are estimated at 2,380 (0.3/mi?)
and are stable on the Gila NF and increasing on the
Apache NE Pronghorn number 750 (0.1 /mi%) and are
declining, possibly due to consistently low fawn
survival, habitat fragmentation, poor habitat quality,
and inconsistent land management practices. Rocky
Mountain bighorn sheep total about 520-620 (0.08/
mi”) in the BRWRA (D. Cagle, AGFD, pers. comm.,
Gonzales 1993). Herds are declining in the Gila NF
and aong the San Francisco River in Arizona, while
the population in the Apache NF appears to be stable
or dightly increasing through recent reintroductions
and expansion of some herds.

In the BRWRA primary recovery zone aone (the
southern portion of the Apache NF), there are ap-
proximately 3,400 white-tailed deer (3.3/mi?), 9,900
mule deer (9.6/mi?), 3,050 elk (3.0/mi?), 600 javelina
(0.6/mi?), 380 bighorn sheep (0.3/mi?), and 40
pronghorn (Girmendonk 1994b; D. Cagle, AGFD,
pers. comm.).

Jackrabbits are common in open woodlands at
lower elevations (less than one-quarter of the whole
BRWRA ared). Beavers, cottontails, skunks, various
tree and ground squirrels, chipmunks, rats, voles, and
other small mammals are fairly common in the
BRWRA (SW Region USFS 1992a; Hoffmeister
1986). Porcupines occur irregularly. These animals, as
well as possibly Merriam’s turkeys, may be taken by
wolves occasionally. Little trapping occurs in the arega;
a recent anti-trapping law passed in Arizona has
eliminated any commercial and recreational trapping
in the primary recovery zone.

Hunting

Arizona and New Mexico's Departments of Game and
Fish manage public hunting in their respective por-
tions of the BRWRA. In 1992 in the BRWRA,
19,453 hunters harvested 4,426 deer (22.8% success)
and 7,250 hunters took 2,767 elk (38.2% success).
Seventy-five hunters took 32 pronghorn (42.7%
success). Also in 1992, about 335 hunters harvested
108 javelina (32.1% success), and six hunters took
four Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep (66% success)
(Girmendonk 1994b; Gonzales 1993). Hunting
trends from 1988 through 1992 are presented in Table
3-1. Deer harvests since 1983 have fluctuated dightly.
Since 1983, the trend has been toward steadily
increasing ek harvests,

Affected Environments

In the Arizona portion of the BRWRA hunting
seasons for deer occur from late August to mid-
September and from October through January, and
include genera firearm, muzzleloader, and archery
seasons (Girmendonk 1994b). Archery, genera
firearm, and muzzleloader seasons are held for ek
hunting. Elk seasons are open during September,
October, November, and early December. Genera
firearm and archery seasons for javelina run at various
times from January to early March. Pronghorn
hunting seasons are concentrated around August and
September, and include general firearm, muzzlel oader,
and archery. For Rocky Mountain and desert bighorn
sheep, October and December permits are issued to
take any ram by firearm or bow. The black bear
hunting season is from August through September
and March through April, during which time hunters
can take one animal per calendar year. Mountain lion
hunters may take one animal per caendar year.

In the New Mexico portion of the BRWRA
hunting occurs primarily in the fall and mid-winter.
Two archery deer seasons usually are scheduled in
September and January, during which one fork-
antlered deer can be harvested. Three rifle deer seasons
occur in November, alowing one fork-antlered deer to
be taken. One archery ek season is scheduled in
September. One elk of either sex can be taken. Severa
limited entry elk hunts are scheduled in September
and October, and one limited entry javelina hunt is
scheduled in February. One limited entry, mature buck
pronghorn season usually is scheduled for two days in
late September or early October. Two Rocky Moun-
tain bighorn sheep hunts are scheduled in January
(Gonzales 1993). The black bear hunting season
occurs September 1 through October 30 and is
limited to one bear. Mountain lion hunting can occur
from December 1 through March 3 1 with a bag limit
of one lion. Dogs can be used to take bears and lions,
but bear baiting is prohibited in New Mexico. About
3% or less of resident New Mexican deer hunters use
hunting guides, whereas 12% of deer hunters who
come from outside the state use guides (Zia Res.
Assoc. 1990).

Existing Livestock Predators
The primary livestock predators are the coyote, lion,

and bear (Phillips 1993). Coyotes are common
residents of the BRWRA. Black bears are fairly com-
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Table 3- 1. Average harvests, numbers of hunters, and success rates in the general BRWRA area,

1988-1992.

Average Harvest Average # Hunters %Hunter Success

AZ NM AZ N M AZ NM
Deer 1,322 2,874* 6,237 11,353* 21.2 25.3
Elk 788 1,236 1,676 4,330 47.0 28.5
Javelina 106 71 331 NA 32.0 NA
Pronghorn’ 30 2.5 44 15 68.2 16.7
Bighorn sheep 4 6 4 NA 100.0 NA

'"Prongharn were not hunted in Nhl unal 199 |
*Figure is for 1989-92

SOUKCES: ADGF 1994a; Girmendonk 1994b; NM DGF 1994; Gonzales 1393.

mon (SW Region USFS 1992a). Predator numbers
and densities for the Apache NF are depicted in
Table 3-2. For the Gila NF, predator numbers are not
available (J. Gonzales, NMDGF, pers. comm.).

From 1987 through 199 1, total estimated live-
stock losses (all cattle) from existing predators aver-
aged about 1% of permitted livestock on the Apache
NF (Myers and Baxter 1993). Comparable depreda
tion rates probably occurred on the Gila NF (S.
Libby, Gila NF, pers. comm.). The U.S. Department
of Agriculture, Animal Damage Control Division
(ADC) has depredation control agreements with 53
ranches that graze 170,8 19 acres in the BRWRA,
athough no ADC control has occurred in the Gila
NF in recent years (A. May, NM ADC, pers. comm.).
From 1987 through 199 1, permittees on the Apache
NF reported that 628 head of livestock were killed by
predators, averaging approximately 126 head reported
killed each year. Each year the number ofdepredations
confirmed by ADC is much less than the number
reported (Phillips 1993). Of the 132 grazing permitt-
ees on the Gila NF, 48 responded to a 1993 survey
conducted by the New Mexico office of ADC (May
1993). Thirty-seven (77%) reported livestock depre-
dation in 1993, involving 109 cattle and 234 calves.
Forty-one permittees believed that coyotes were
responsible, 33 said that mountain lions were respon-
sible, and 25 reported that bears were involved. The
highest rate of depredation occurs from March
through May.

Land Ownership and
Management

The U.S. Forest Service manages most of the land
within the BRWRA boundaries; on the Arizona side

about 94% is National Forest while on the New
Mexico side about 96% is National Forest. The
remaining land is primarily private or under state or
BLM management. Each Nationa Forest has devel-
oped its own land and resource management plan. The
Apache and Gila National Forest Management Plans
guide federal goals and objectives in rhe BRWRA.

The management emphasis for forested lands in the
Apache NF is “a combination of multiple uses includ-
ing a sustained yield of timber and firewood produc-
tion, wildlife habitat, livestock grazing, watershed, and
dispersed recreation” (SW Region USFS 1987h). For
woodland areas in the Apache NF, management
emphasizes fuelwood production, wildlife habitat,
watershed condition, livestock grazing, and indicator
species such as mule deer and elk. The mission of the
Gila NF is “to provide multiple use and sustained
yield of goods and services in a way that maximizes
long-term net public benefits consistent with resource
integration, environmental quality, and management
considerations’ (SW Region USFS 1986b). Emphasis
is placed on maintaining or increasing herbaceous
forage for wildlife and managing coniferous woodlands
to provide high quality habitats.

The Forest Service manages just over one million
acres of designated wilderness in the BRWRA. The
goas of wilderness management are to minimize
human development, to maintain natural biological
and physical features, and to provide quality recre-
aion. The areas are the Blue Range Primitive Area
(187,4 10 acres), and the Bear Wallow (11,080 acres),
Escudilla (5,200 acres), Mount Baldy (7,097 acres),
Gila (558,065 acres), Aldo Leopold (202,016 acres),
and Blue Range (29,304 acres) Wilderness Areas. Two
Wilderness Study Aress in the Gila NF total another
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Table 3-2. Approximate predator densities!, 1995-94, and total predators taken by ADC?, 1987-91, in

Arizona portion of Apache National Forest.

Predators present

Predators taken

(animals/mi* by ADC
Coyote’ 1,950 (1.03) 68
Black bear 824-1 ,283 (0.44-0-68) 13
Mountain lion 40-103 (0.02-0.05) 11

‘Assumes an even distribution of populations.

“All ADC acuvities were conducted in the Alpine and Clifton Ranger Districts
'Numbers reflect an approximation of spring 1994 breeding population only.

SOURCES: USFWS 1993¢; AGFD 1994b.

27,660 acres (SW Region USFS 1986b). The only
National Park Service unit in the BRWRA is the 533-
acre Gila Cliff Dwellings National Monument located
within the Gila NE The monument preserves the
homes of Native Americans who lived within this
canyon area from the 1280s through the early 1300s.

Agency and Local
Government Plans and Policies

U.S. Forest Service

Management in the BRWRA has focused on severa
human-induced problems such as the loss of habitat
diversity and disproportionate levels of key succes
sional habitat stages, resulting from the control of
natural disturbance regimes (fire, insects, and disease)
and the effects of past timber and livestock grazing
practices. Current directions for wildlife management
include coordination ofwildlife needs with other
resource uses, direct habitat improvement work,
protection of threatened and endangered species, and
cooperative efforts with the Arizona and New Mexico
Departrnents of Game and Fish and the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (Hayes 1995b; SW Region USFS
1987a; SW Region USFS 19864).

The National Forest Plan 1993 amendments for
the Southwestern Region call for management of
federally threatened and endangered species habitat “to
achieve declassifying in a manner consistent with the
goals established by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service” and by the Arizona and New Mexico Game
and Fish Departments (SW Region USFS 1993b).
Also, the guidelines and standards for management of
Mexican spotted owls and northern goshawks (a
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candidate for federal listing) emphasize three activities:
surveying to identify the extent and location of
populations of the birds; protecting key habitat areas;
and managing for long-term maintenance of suitable
habitat (SW Region USFS 1993b).

In addition, key elements of the Forest Service
reinvention plan are to promote sustainable ecosys-
tems and to provide public service (USDA Forest
Service 1994). The Southwestern Region of the Forest
Service will continue implementing integrated re-
source management to guide ecology-based multiple
use management (SW Region USFS 1993a). The
Forest Plans for both the Apache and Gila NF estab-
lish guidelines for integrated management and provide
standards to manage for habitat diversity, riparian and
stream values, and forest and rangeland health. Under
the Forest Plans, old-growth areas will be retained,
and moving timber management away from even-aged
to uneven-aged management is being emphasized
(Hayes 1995b; SW Region USFS 1987b, 1986b).

In addition, the application of prescribed natural
fire is expanding over much of the BRWRA. Most of
the Gila NF is under revised prescribed fire plans that
provide for the use of natural fire both within and
outside wilderness areas. Similar plans are in place in
the Apache NF within the BRWRA outside of wilder-
ness, but are limited in extent. Analysis is underway to
expand the use of prescribed natural fire for the Blue
Range and 200,000 acres of the Clifton Ranger
District, both in the Apache NF (Hayes 1995b).

The range management emphases on the Apache
NF are on high quality forage and improvements.
These emphases are shifting through consideration for
the following, in order of priority: alotments that
have threatened and endangered species; coldwater



fisheries; alotments with no management plans;
allotments with management plans that do not
comply with the overall Forest Plan; allotments with
management plans that have not been implemented;
allotments where plan implementation is progressing;
and alotments that have reached the objectives of the
Forest Plan (SW Region USFS 1987b).

In the Gila NF the emphasis is on increasing
grazing capacity to meet current and planned permit-
ted use through intensive management. The range
goals of the Gila NF Plan are to provide forage to
livestock, cooperate with other agencies and landown-
ers to reduce impacts of grazing, and to manage for
threatened and endangered species (SW Region USFS
1986b).

State of Arizona

Arizona does not have a statute specifically protecting
endangered species. However, the state legidature
granted the Game and Fish Commission broad
authority to regulate wildlife (ARS sec. 17-23 1). In
response, the Commission created Policy J. 10,
amended in 199 1 as Policy A2. 11. The policy states
that the Department shall administer a nongame and
endangered wildlife program, develop lists of state-
threatened species, and implement a re-establishment
program with the goal of recovering listed species (see
Appendix E, Twelve-Step Procedure for Reestablish-
ment of Non-game and Endangered Species (AGFD
1987)). The Department has drafted a “Cooperative
Reintroduction Plan for the Mexican Wolf in Ari-
zona’ that calls for a reintroduction effort in the Blue
Range Area in cooperation with the Fish and Wildlife
Service (Groebner et al. 1995).

In 1994 Arizona voters adopted an anti-trapping
initiative (amending ARS sec. 17-30 1), which makes
the use of severa wildlife capture devices illegal,
including leghold traps. However, the law does not
prohibit “the use of snares, traps not designed to kill,
or nets to take wildlife for scientific research projects,
falconry, or for relocation of the wildlife as may be
defined or regulated by the Arizona Game and Fish
Commission and or the Government of the United
States.”
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State of New Mexico

The New Mexico Wildlife Conservation Act (NMSA
sec.s 17-2-37 to -46) and regulations (NM State
Game Commission Reg. No. 682) list the Mexican
wolf as a state-endangered species. The statute prohib-
its taking, possessing, transporting, exporting, process-
ing, sdlling, or shipping a state-listed species, and
authorizes the New Mexico Department of Game and
Fish to establish management programs. State-listed
species may, however, be taken to “alleviate or prevent
damage to property or to protect human health”
(NMSA sec. 17-2-42D).

Counties

Most of the National Forest land in the BRWRA falls
in Greenlee and Catron Counties, with smaller
portions in southern Apache, northern Grant, and
western Sierra Counties (Fig. 3-3). About 2/3rds of
both Greenlee and Catron Counties are in the
BRWRA.

Sierra and Catron Counties have land use ordi-
nances establishing the counties' environmental
planning and review process. The ordinances seek to
identify federal agency legal obligations regarding
decisions affecting the environment (Sierra County
Ord. No. 92-012; Catron County Ord. No. 002-93).
These ordinances assert that federal decisions within
these counties are subject to a local approval process.
They aso call for coordinated analyses that address
numerous impact areas of loca interest. Also, in 1995,
Apache and Greenlee Counties adopted land use and
resource policies with some goals similar to the
ordinances described above, athough Greenlee
County’s does not appear to assert authority as such
(Apache Co. Bd. of Sup. Res. No. 95-28; Greenlee
Co Bd. of Sup. Res. of June 6, 1995). Catron and
Sierra Counties also have passed ordinances prohibit-
ing release into the wild of any animal of the genus
Canis (Catron County Ord. No. 002-92; Sierra
County Ord. No. 94-00 1).

Land Development

Although there are many proposals in the BRWRA,
there are no mgjor land developments in the construc-
tion phase or with definite plans to proceed. The
Forest Service and other agencies will continue present
management, including limited timber harvesting,



grazing improvements, fire management, flood
control, and recreational improvements. No ski areas
exist in the BRWRA; however, the potential for
downhill ski facilities exists at sites in the northern
portion of the Apache NF near Alpine (SW Region
USFS 1987a), and possibly in the Mogollon Range in
the Gila NE Geothermal potential exists on National
Forest land near Nutrioso. The Phelps-Dodge copper
mines at Morenci in Greenlee County likely will
continue to slowly expand in size, as will the other
smaller mines around the BRWRA in Grant and Sierra
Counties.

Vacation and retirement development in and
around the BRWRA is expected to continue at a brisk
rate in some areas, particularly in the Silver City area,
where congtruction has been increasing at 5% annually
(L.K. Jones, Grant Co. Econ. Dev. Office, pers.
comm.), and in the Lakeside-Pinetop area in the
southeastern portion of the Sitgreaves NE Additional
possible recreational developments include a proposed
dude ranch in the Beaverhead area of the Apache NF
and expansion of camping and fishing facilities at Joy’'s
Fish Hatchery near Blue on the Blue River (L. Ruger,
Greenlee Co. Econ. Dev. Office, pers. comm.).

Livestock Grazing

Before addressing livestock grazing in the BRWRA
specifically it is useful to understand the industry in
the Southwest. Box 3-1 provides a general descrip-
tion. It should be noted that the numbers below are
based on a 1993 compilation and that some reduc-
tions in alowable livestock numbers, and changes in
grazing period for particular allotments, were required
by the Forest Service in 1995. Many, but not all, of
these reductions are under appeal, so their ultimate
effect on the total number of livestock permitted
remains unclear (M. Rising, Apache-Sitgreaves NF,
pers. comm.).

Domestic livestock graze on 3,047,960 acres
(69%) of the BRWRA. Large areas closed to or
deferred from grazing include the 63,620-acre
Sandrock Allotment, located in the Apache NF in the
southern portion of the primary recovery zone,
approximately 394,000 acres of the Gila Wilderness
Area surrounding the Mogollon Mountains, and
43,000 acres in the Black Range within the Aldo
Leopold Wilderness Area. The Sandrock Allotment,
over half of which is located within the Blue Range
Primitive Area, has been closed since 1983 to improve
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range and watershed conditions. The Forest Service is
going through a planning process to determine
whether and how future livestock grazing may occur
there.

Approximately 82,600 cattle total are permitted
to graze in the BRWRA. (This is the cumulative
number of permitted bulls, cows, and calves; not all
alottees actually graze their full permitted numbers;
also, the number should not be confused with AUMs,
or Animal Unit Months). There are 208 allotments,
averaging 397 cattle per alotment. Roughly 50% of
the cattle are on year-round alotments while the rest
are seasonal. Numerous grazing allotments have had
major reductions in alowable cattle in recent years,
largely for range improvement reasons. One flock of
7,000 sheep grazes on one alotment near the north-
ern periphery of the Apache NE Scattered grazing of
ranch horses also occurs throughout the area (Allen
1993).

Within just the BRWRA primary recovery zone,
10,494 cattle are permitted to graze. There are 35
allotments, averaging 300 cattle per alotment. Again,
50% of the cattle are on year-round allotments and
the rest are seasonal. One dude ranch in the primary
recovery zone is authorized to graze 47 horses.

Most of the cattle graze in remote, mountainous
areas and are infrequently seen by their owners.
Roughly 60% of the calves are born on the open
range, away from the ranch headquarters. Because the
cattle are neither concentrated nor closely monitored
by their owners these calves may be more susceptible
to predation than calves of different cattle operations
(Allen 1993).

Forestry

Timber harvesting and related activities such as
planting and thinning are planned by the Forest
Service to sustain forest health, forest products,
threatened and endangered species habitats, other
wildlife habitat needs, biological diversity, rura
community stability, and social values. Approximately
15,000 acres per year are required to sustain an annual
harvest of approximately 30 million board feet to
regional sawmills. Forest products include sawtimber,
pulpwood, salvage material, and fuewood. The
majority of timber lands in the BRWRA are managed
for even-aged stands. Future harvests will be from
smaller diameter trees to improve forest diversity
through creation of small openings in large monotypic
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Box 3- 1. General description of southwestern cattle ranching.

Most of the ranches in the areas addressed in this EIS are cow/caf operations, which means the rancher has a base
breeding herd of mother cows and bulls. A typical size operation has about 170 mother cows. While the timing of
calving varies with the rancher’s bull management, most calves are born in late winter and early spring. This is the
most critical period for exposure to depredation. The rancher sells the annual calf crop for income at about ten
months of age. Marketing can occur throughout the year but is concentrated in the fall. A small number of
yearling operations are present in which young cattle are held on a ranch for a period of growth until al are sold at
about 18 months of age. Yearlings tend to be less susceptible to predation than calves.

Most of the ranchers in the areas considered here rely on public land grazing alotments (the exception being
the southwestern New Mexico potential natural recolonization area with its very large private ranches). Ten-year
permits are issued to the owners of private tracts known as “base properties’ within the allotments. Grazing
seasons can range from year-long to as short as one month. Each alotment has a management plan specifying the
number of animals allowed and other measures, such as rest and rotation, to prevent overgrazing and other
damage. Public land grazing fees, which vary according to a formula that accounts for beef prices and other factors,
are important in this cyclical business of margina profitability. Fees are subject to an ongoing federa reform
process that may lead to future increases. Another important factor in profitability is the rate of predator losses.
Indeed, predator loss trends are one of the factors considered in calculating the grazing fee formula.

Economic returns from ranch sales vary with the market for beef, which has been depressed for severa years.
Typica livestock receipts on a large ranch in Arizona and New Mexico total about $130,000. A typical year for a
large ranch yields a return on total assets of 1.8% to 2.0%. Median net ranch income is around $17,000 annually.
The average rancher spends close to $50,000 per year localy for goods, services, and employee wages.

Ranch returns may be negative, especialy for smaller operations. In other words, many small ranchers exist on
depreciation. Many rely on other jobs to supplement their incomes. Because the rates of return do not attract
capital into the industry, few young people are attracted to it. Thus, the ranching population averages 55 years of
age. Typical ranchers in Arizona and New Mexico have been on the same ranch for along time, i.e., about 3 1
years. The employment outlook for ranch foremen and cowboys is negative, with employment losses for New
Mexico projected at about 8% between levels in 1988 and the year 2000.

Sources. Allen (1993), Bur. Econ Res. and Analysis (199 1), U.S. BLM (1994), Fowler et a. (1993), New Mex.
Coop. Exten. Serv. (1992), New Mex. Dep't of Agric. (undated).

stands (Allen 1993; SW Region USFS 1987a; SW of this reconstruction will involve moving roads away

Region USFS 1986a). from environmentally sensitive areas such as meadows
Of the total National Forest acreage in the and riparian areas (Allen 1993). The Forest Service

BRWRA, 1,242,890 acres (28.3%) are suitable for collected $9,35 1,449 in timber fees for the BRWRA

timber harvesting. Another 958,688 acres (21.9%) are in 1993 (S. Lee, Apache NF, pers. comm.; M. Boyles,

classified as incapable of producing commercial Gila NF, pers. comm.). This amount has decreased

timber; these primarily consist of mixed substantially due to logging restrictions.

ponderosa pine-p&on-juniper stands at low eleva

tions. An additional 258,912 acres (5.9%) are Mining and Other Natural

physicaly unsuitable for timber harvesting. Finaly, Resources Extraction

1,202,019 (27.4%) acres of pinon and juniper are
currently classified as unsuitable by the Forest Service Several large open-pit copper mines are worked to the

because it has inadequate information to determine south of the BRWRA, including the South Dodge
suitability (SW Region USFS 19873, SW Region Tyrone mines southwest of Silver City and the Santa
USFS 1986a). Rita/Chino mine east of Bayard in Grant County.

Most future harvesting will use existing roads. Morenci, in Greenlee County, is the site of al.8-mile
Reconstruction of existing roads will be primarily of long open-pit copper mine immediately south of the
low standard roads, averaging 30 miles per year. Much
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primary recovery zone. Phelps Dodge owns the mine
and nearby smelter. About 450 million pounds of
copper are produced each year, making it the nation’s
largest copper mine. On the Clifton Ranger District in
the Apache NF one active mine has produced small
amounts of gold (SW Region USFS 1987a).

Public Access and Recreation

Most of the BRWRA is adequately roaded for
management activities, recreational access, transport of
forest products, and livestock grazing (Allen 1993).
Recreation is the fastest growing use of southwestern
National Forests. The Forest Service constructs and
upgrades campgrounds and other recreationa facilities
to meet the growing demand. Common activities
include hiking, backpacking, horseback riding, hunt-
ing, fishing, snowmobiling, and driving for pleasure.
The BRWRA contains 52 developed campgrounds
and seven picnic areas. Severa lakes offer fishing and
boating. There are 2,320 miles of trails (Allen 1993).

Use is measured in Recreation Visitor Days
(RVDs). Estimated use for 1992 in the BRWRA was
2,190,580 RVD:s, including 1,068,620 RVDs for
camping, 234,200 RVDs for hunting, 324,560 RVDs
for hiking/horseback riding, 229,440 RVDs for
fishing, and 336,760 RVDs for nature study (Allen
1993). Approximately 67 guides and outfitters
provide service in the BRWRA (SW Center for Res.
Analysis1994), mostly for hunting. Average fees
charged range from $75 for photography to $2,720
for an ek hunt.

Regional Economy,
Employment and Population

The highest median household income in the region,
$28,570, is found around Silver City in Grant
County, New Mexico. The lowest, $18,460, is in
Catron County, New Mexico, which aso has the
BRWRA'’s highest unemployment rate at 12.9% and
the highest poverty rate at 25.6%. The central eco-
nomic activities in the mostly rura BRWRA region
are logging, ranching, mining, tourism/recreation, and
farming (Catron County Commission 1992; 1990
U.S. Census).
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Apache County

Coal-fired energy plants near St. Johns provide much
of the economic base in addition to timber, tourism,
government, and agriculture. Southern Apache
County has relied heavily on economic activity
associated with timber, with some recreational and
retirement development “spilling over” from the
Lakeside-Pinetop area to the west. Cattle ranching has
declined in importance.

A small sawmill operates in Nutrioso, north of
Alpine, a larger mill operates in Eager, and other wood
processing facilities exist. Apache County recently
opened an economic development office and is seeking
to attract various businesses, including additional
forest products manufacturing and microwave relays.
Slow to moderate economic growth is projected (Ariz.
Dept. Econ. Sec. 1993).

Greenlee County

Phelps Dodge's Morenci mine employs 2,100 people,
about 80% of the county work force. Mine employ-
ment is projected to climb slowly (Ariz. Dept. Econ.
Sec. 1993). Unlike Apache County to the north,
tourism and recreation have not contributed much to
the regional economy; however, they represent oppor-
tunities for future economic development (Ariz. Dept.
of Commerce, n.d.). Timber production has declined
in economic importance. Irrigated crop agriculture is
important in the southern portion of Greenlee
County. About 2/3rds of the cattle grazing in the
county occurs in the northern portion in the Apache
NF (M. Schneider, Greenlee Co. Agric. Ext. Office,
pers. comm.).

Catron County

Ranching is the most important business in Catron
County, with 175 mostly small- to medium-sized
cattle ranches and 420 employees. Ranching is rela-
tively more important to Catron County than to any
other county in the BRWRA; the county cattle
industry had more than $20 million in sales in 1992.
Crop agriculture plays a minor role. Government is a
large employer, particularly with the county’s prepon-
derance of National Forest land.

The timber industry in the county has declined
markedly. Reserve, the Catron County seat, formerly
relied heavily on a Stone Container Corporation



sawvmill for employment, which closed in 1992. The
mill closure eliminated 140 to 160 jobs and also had a
major negative secondary impact on employment in
other businesses in the area (Catron Co. Comm’'n
1992). The county has about 35 retail business
establishments and no wholesalers (A. Thal, Western
NM Univ., pers. comm.). Guiding and outfitting
contribute more to Catron County’s economy than to
the economies of any other county in the BRWRA
(SW Center for Res. Analysis 1994).

Grant County

Copper production represents the most important
economic sector, followed by livestock. The Phelps
Dodge mines a Tyrone and Santa Rita and the smelter
in Hurley provide over 1,600 jobs.

More beef cows graze in Grant County than in
any other New Mexico county (R. Lamb, Grant Co.
Agric. Ext. Office, pers. comm.). Tourism, construc-
tion, light industry, and Western New Mexico Univer-
sityare other important economic contributors.
Timber has decreased substantially in economic
importance, reflected in the closing of area sawmills.

Sierra County

Retail trade (including recreation and tourism) and
ranching are the top economic contributors (Sierra
Co. Comm’'n 1993). Most ranches are small, with
fewer than 100 cows. However, two large ranches east
of the BRWRA (the Ladder Ranch and the Pedro
Armendariz Ranch), now in a single ownership,
encompass about 800,000 acres. The owners have
removed most cattle from these ranches and replaced
them with a smaller number of bison to the economic
detriment of the county due to reduced taxes (Sierra
Co. Comm’'n 1993).

Both the BRWRA as a whole and the primary
recovery zone within the BRWRA have low popula-
tion densities, averaging about one person per mi
(Tables 3-3 and 3-4). Silver City is the largest popula-
tion center near the BRWRA, at about 11,000. The
smaller population centers of Springerville/Eager
(population 6, 100), Clifton/Morenci (population
4,640), and Central/Bayard (population 4,400) lie
just outside the borders of the BRWRA. The latter
two population centers are associated with large
copper mining operations. Few towns occur within

114

Affected Environments
the BRWRA boundaries; the largest are Alpine
(population 600) in Apache County and Reserve
(population 3 10) in Catron County. Alpine is ori-
ented toward tourism and recreation, while Reserve is
the center of commercia and government activity in
Catron County. A few small, isolated ranching
communities exist in the BRWRA. Two within the
primary recovery zone are Eagle Creek and Blue. Both
communities consist of a dozen or so families, with
their own schoolhouse but no commercial establish-
ments within an hour’s drive.

Population growth through the year 2000 is
projected to be fairly high in the Springerville/Eager
area in southern Apache County but low or negative
in northern Greenlee County (Johnson et al. 1992).
The population of Catron County is projected to be
stable or to decrease through the year 2000, Grant
County’s population is projected to increase by about
4% above 1990 levels, and Sierra County’s popula-
tion is projected to increase about 8% above 1990
levels (Bur. of Bus. and Econ. Res. 199 1).

Likely Dispersal Areas
Associated with the Blue Range
Wolf Recovery Area

The following areas adjacent to the BRWRA are
foreseeably affected under Alternative C, which gives
full Endangered Species Act protection to the reintro-
duced wolves (Fig. 3-1, above). The Service would not
attempt to prevent the dispersal of the wolves out of
the BRWRA under this alternative. The areas dis-
cussed are, in order: the San Carlos and White Moun-
tain Apache reservations, the Lakeside Ranger District
of the Sitgreaves NF, and the San Mateo Mountains
unit of the Cibola NE The largest areas are the two
Indian reservations to the west of the BRWRA; these
are addressed in the greatest detail.

San Carlos and White Mountain
Apache Reservations

History of Wolves

Mexican wolves historically ranged across both
reservations. Wolves were sporadically reported or
caught on the reservations until 1960. In 1930, a pack
of wolves was reported in the San Carlos Apache
Reservation along the Black River. A wolf was taken in
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Table 3-3. Summary of regional US. Census data for Blue Range wolf recovery area.’

Total population 10,782
Population density 0.8/mi"
Number in labor force 4,514
Percent of civilian labor force unemployed 8.3%

Percent of civilian labor force employed in agriculture,

forestry or fisheries 16.3%
Median household income $21,612
Percent of population below poverty level 17.6%

'Region covered by census tracts does not correspond exactly with recovery area boundarics; generally, census tracts include

some (ldJ(ICCn( ruml areas ill‘()[llh{ [l]C recovery arcas.

SOURCES: 1990 U.S. Census for following census tracts in Arizona: Apache County 390 1 and
Greenlee County 9704. In New Mexico: all of Catron Country; Grant County 9841, 9842, and
9849; and Sierra County 7824.

Table 3-4. Summary of regional U.S. Census data for Blue Range wolf recovery area, primary
recovery zone only.’

Total population 1,371
Population density 1.1/mi*
Number in labor force 519

Percent of civilian labor force unemployed 8.3%

Percent of civilian labor force employed in agriculture,

forestry or fisheries 10.1%
Median household income $23,355
Percent of population below poverty level 17.2%

‘Reginn covered by census tracts does not correspond exactly with primary recovery zone boundaries; census tract
includes a small adjacent rural area to the southeast of the recovery zone.

SOURCES: 1990 U.S. Census for Greenlee County census tract 9901.
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the same area in 1938 and again in 1945. Uncon-
firmed wolf reports continued to surface on the
reservations from 1945 through 1947. Two wolves
were caught on each the White Mountain and San
Carlos Apache Reservations in 1946. The last con-
firmed wolf kill in Arizona came in 1960 in the
Grasshopper District of the White Mountain Apache
Reservation (Brown 1983). An unconfirmed “wolf”
sighting was reported on the San Carlos Reservation
in 1087 and another was reported in the Apache NF
just east of the northeast corner of that reservation in
1992 (Girmendonk 1994a). There continue to be
reports ofsightings on the White Mountain Apache
Reservation. However, none of the sightings have been
confirmed (White Mountain Apache Tribe 1995).

San Carlos Apache Reservation
Geography

The 1.8 million-acre San Carlos Apache Reservation
occupies a range of elevations and habitats in east-
central Arizona. San Carlos Reservation lands form
the western boundary of the BRWRA (Fig. 3-1). The
southern portion is mostly high desert, with the
exception of 8,000-foot Mount Turnbull. To the
north, high ridges and plateaus occur with severa
large prairies interspersed. The northeastern section
consists of steep, densely forested terrain. The reserva-
tion is bordered to the east and west by National
Forests, to the south by state, private, and BLM lands,
and to the north by the White Mountain Apache
Reservation.

Climate

At the town of San Carlos average low temperatures
range from 32°F in January to 63°F in July. Average
highs range from 55°F in January to 95°F in July.
Annual average precipitation is 15.8 inches with 4.4
inches of snowfall. Moving north and east on the
reservation and higher in eevation, average tempera-
tures decrease and precipitation and snowfall increase.

Water
The perennial streams are portions of the Gila, San

Carlos, Blue, Black, and Salt Rivers and Willow,
Boni ta, Bear Wallow, and Eagle Creeks, totalling 2 15
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miles. There are five main reservoirs, including Takalai
Lake, San Carlos Lake (the largest lake on the reserva
tion), Seneca Lake, Point of Pines Lake, and Dry
Lake, totalling 20,800 acres. Three hundred and sixty-
two stock tanks have been built on the reservation,
but many are in disrepair and have gone dry or are at
low levels.

Vegetation

Vegetation types occurring on the reservation include
pifion-juniper (470,580 acres), ponderosa pine
(175,000 acres), oak (103,380 acres), mesquite
(84,260 acres), and riparian (7,350 acres). The condi-
tion of the woodlands has never been classified.
Overgrazing is causing soil erosion in many areas.

Animals

Species of Special Concern.-The Gila topminnow,
razorback sucker, bald eagle, southwestern willow
flycatcher, and American peregrine falcon are federally
endangered species, and the federally threatened loach
minnow, Mexican spotted owl, and spikedace may be
found. Nongame wildlife species are poorly docu-
mented.

A portion of the critical habitat for the endan-
gered razorback sucker is on the reservation. Activities
which may adversely affect the critical habitat include
construction and operation of hydroelectric facilities,
irrigation, flood control, bank stabilization, oil and
gas drilling, mining, grazing, introduction of nonna-
tive fish, and resort facilities (59 Fed. Reg. 13374,
Mar. 21, 1994).

Potential Wild Prey of Wolves.-Coues white-tailed
deer, mule deer, €k, javelina, pronghorn, bighorn
sheep, turkeys, Abert’s squirrels, ground squirrels,
cottontails, jackrabbits, and wood rats occur on the
reservation. The deer occur in relatively low density,
with an estimated 2,4 10 mule deer and 850 Coues
white-tailled deer occupying approximately the eastern
one-fifth of the reservation. Migration of mule deer
from the Apache-Sitgreaves NF is believed to occur,
while the white-tailed deer are believed to be resident
and nonmigratory.

The elk herds are dense. The resident Dry Lake
herd consists of about 700 elk. The northeastern part
of the reservation east of the Black River holds a
resident elk herd of 100 to 150 animals and 500 to



1,500 ek that migrate onto the reservation from the
north and east during the winter months.

Javelina are common in the southern portion.
Pronghorn, possibly the Chihuahuan subspecies,
historically have occurred in the Big Prairie area, and
they currently number about 120. Pronghorn from
Montana recently were introduced to Ash Flats and
now number about 160. A population of Rocky
Mountain bighorn sheep occupies an area south of the
Natanes Mountains. Table 3-5 depicts potential wolf
prey numbers and densities. These density figures were
calculated over the entire reservation, athough much
of it is not suitable habitat.

Hunting.—The San Carlos Recreation and Wildlife
Department, under the direction of the San Carlos
Game and Fish Commission, is responsible for wildlife
management. The tribal council is ultimately respon-
sible for wildlife policy decisions. Big game permit fees
are paid by non-tribal members. Bag limits for big
game species usually are one animal per year, and small
game season limits follow the Arizona state regula-
tions. Bear permits are limited to keep hunter success
high. Mountain lion harvest has been limited but is
now being encouraged. Small game permits are
unlimited.

Table 3-6 depicts hunter revenue and harvest for
1993. On the northeastern portion of the San Carlos
Apache Reservation an average of 150 deer, 225 ek,
and 2 pronghorn are harvested by an average of 450
(33.3% success), 435 (5 1.7% success), and 2 (100%
success) hunters annually, respectively.

Trophy ek hunting by non-members has pro-
duced several record animas and non-member hunt-
ing represents a major tribal revenue source providing
about $500,000 in hunting revenues annually.
Excluding mountain lion and turkey hunt revenues,
the total fee income from non-member big game
hunting was $442,075 in 1993. During the 1994-
1995 elk season, 18 non-member hunting permits for
the Malay Gap herd alone were sold for a total of
$45,000. The tribe charges additional trophy fees of
$1,000 to $3,000 for each ek that exceeds a certain
trophy quality, which amounts to roughly $5,000
annually. An additional $25,000-30,000 is brought in
annualy from small game permits and another $7,000
from trapping permits. About 35 licensed guides,
mostly tribal members, receive varying amounts of
revenue from guiding.
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About 50% of the tribal member deer hunters
hunt in the eastern one-fifth of the reservation. The
mountains in the northeastern portion provide the
bulk of ek hunting by tribal members, which adds
significant protein to their diets.

Existing Livestock Predators.-Coyote numbers range
locally between low to very high densities. Black bears
number about 475, occurring most densely in the
eastern one-fifth of the reservation. Mountain lions
total approximately 200. Coyotes are controlled
through aeria gunning, traps, and call-and-shoot. A
part-time federa ADC employee works on the reserva
tion. Between May and July 1993, the ADC trapped
90 to 100 coyotes in or near the pronghorn range in
the eastern portion of the reservation. The tribe has a
policy against the use of poisons. Lion control is
encouraged to reduce livestock depredation, including
a $500 bounty offered by one livestock association.

Tribal Policies and Plans

The San Carlos Overal Economic Development Plan
is being updated. The need for a comprehensive
zoning plan has been identified. The primary docu-
ment governing forest management policy is the
tribe’s 1982- 199 1 Forest Management Plan. Multiple
use of the forests is a tribal objective, and management
practices favor harvesting younger and smaller trees.
Other forestry management concerns are the negative
impact on pine regeneration caused by cattle concen-
trations and the deterioration of range conditions due
to poor cattle management.

In 1995, the Tribal Council adopted a resolution
opposing wolf recovery in the BRWRA. The tribe
does not have a comprehensive policy for managing
recreational areas or threatened and endangered
species. Bear Wallow (2,620 acres) is the only desig-
nated primitive area on the reservation. It was estab-
lished to enhance wilderness recreation, to maintain
biologica diversity, and to protect threatened and
endangered species. Logging is prohibited there.

Land Development

Little industry or business occurs on the reservation.
Highway 70 is the major commercial development
corridor. A small amount of agricultural land is
irrigated. Some high elevation lands are suited for dry
land farming but are not used. There are five major



Table 3-5. Game densities on San Carlos Apache Reservation, 1993-94 estimate.

Affected Environments

Density
Number (animal/mi®)

Coues white-tail deer 2,350 0.8
Mule deer 3,700 13
Elk

Resident + migratory 1,500+ 0.5

Resident 700+ 0.3
Javelina 3,950 1.4
Pronghorn (historic and introduced) 280 0.1
Desert bighorn sheep 15 0.0
Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep 30 0.0

Table 3-6. San Carlos game permits, harvest, and hunter success, for tribal members and non-members,
and fee revenue for non-member permit sales, 1993-94 hunt year.

Member Non-member
Animals  Estimated Hunters Animals Permits Fee
Taken (% success) Taken (% success) Revenue
Mule deer 260 875 (37) Not permitted
Coues deer 65 * 35 100 (359 $ 99,750
Elk 250 485 (52) 16 21 (76) 179,500
Javelina 80 200 (40) 360 800 (45) 120,000
Pronghorn 2 2 (100) 1 1 (100) 2,500
Black bear 10 20 (50) 46 94 (49) 40,325
Turkey 265 375 (70) 193 225 (70) 39,600

*Member deer tages are not species-specific, but mule deer are preferred.
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road projects scheduled, two of which are underway.
Approximately 35 miles of roads will be upgraded and
over twelve miles will be graded and drained.

Livestock Grazing

Multiple-family and triba cattle operations exist. The
reservation is divided into seven range units (totalling
1,832,040 acres), with grazing controlled under a
Bureau of Indian Affairs system. In five of the units
grazing permits are issued to privately owned and
operated cattle associations; two ranches are tribally
owned and operated. Four of the seven grazing areas
are in poor range condition, two in fair condition, and
one in good condition. Grazing now takes place in the
southern portion of the reservation known as the
Minera Strip. The area was previously ungrazed for
about 25 years, but the tribe is establishing ranches
there.

The five cattle associations, consisting exclusively
of tribal members, are managed by boards of directors
elected from the association membership. For all the
associations and ranches a total of 18,500 animal units
(cow and calf) are dlotted, but actual numbers are
likely higher. Cows and bulls range fregly with little
active management. Cattle with different family
ownership brands mix freely and many cattle are not
branded.

Six of the seven livestock operations employ year-
round grazing with round-ups occurring largely
through trapping in scattered corrals. Cattle carcasses
resulting from winter kill are common in the higher
country. Moving herds toward calving pastures,
limiting the amount of time that cows spend with
bulls (to synchronize calving), and rotating cattle to
less vulnerable pastures might reduce predation but
are currently beyond the means of the cattle associa-
tions.

Forestry

Approximately 55,000 acres (3 1%) of the pine forests
are suitable for timber harvesting. The annual alow-
able cut is 2.87 million board feet. One sawmill at
Cutter has operated since 1990. Sustained yield
principles are followed.
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Mining and Other Natural
Resource Extraction

Sand and gravel are mined commercialy. Gypsum has
been mined for many years in the southwest corner of
the reservation from a patented mining claim.
Mineralized uranium also has been located in a one-
half square mile area, and two basins have potentia for
lithium mining. A 1990 U.S. Geologica Survey
study found low oil, natura gas, and coal potentia on
the reservation. Six kinds of decorative stone are
mined, collected, or planned for mining including
peridot, agate, garnet, calcite, and sapphires.

Public Access and Recreation

The reservation contains 465 miles of roads. Outdoor
recreational opportunities for the public and tribal
members include fishing, boating, camping, hunting,
hiking, and wilderness experiences. Use fees are paid
by non-members. Fishing, camping, and water sports
contributed $700,000 to $800,000 in non-member
fees to the tribe in fiscal year 1993. Several warter-
based recreationa facilities exist. They include Seneca,
San Carlos, Point of Pines, and Talkalai Lakes and the
Black/Salt River area. The Black/Salt River recreation
area is jointly managed by the San Carlos and White
Mountain Apache Tribes.

Regional Economy,
Employment and Population

The major economic contributors are timber, cattle,
and recreation revenues. Over 7,000 people live on
the reservation. Unemployment on the reservation is
high. The reservation has one of the lowest median
household incomes and highest percentage of people
living below the poverty level in the Southwest
(Table 3-7). Most residents live in or near the commu-
nities of San Carlos, Peridot, or Bylas.

White Mountain
Apache Reservation

Geography
The 1.63-million acre White Mountain Apache (or

Fort Apache) Reservation is located immediately west
of the BRWRA in the transition between the Colora-
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Table 3-7. Summary of regional U.S. Census data for the San Carlos Apache Reservation.

Total population
Population density
Number in civilian labor force

Percent of civilian labor force unemployed

7,294
2.7/mi*
3,188

30.0%

Percent of civilian labor force employed in agriculture,

forestry or fisheries
Median household income

Percent of population below poverty level

6.6%
$8,743
62.0%

SOURCE:

1990 U.S. Census for the San Carlos Apache reservation.

do Plateau and the Basin and Range physiographic
provinces (Fig. 3- 1). Erosion by streams has carved
deep canyons into strata underlying the area. The
Mogollon Rim runs through the southwestern margin
of the Plateau Province on the reservation. Elevations
range from 2,600 feet on the extreme western end to
the 11,403-foot crest of Mount Baldy in the east. The
reservation is bordered on the east and north by the
Apache-Sirgreaves NF, on the west by the Tonto NF,
and on the south by the San Carlos Apache Reserva
tion.

Climate

Temperature extremes range from a high in the
summer of about 110°F at the low elevations of the
far western end to about -45°F on Baldy Peak in mid-
winter. The average low temperature is 7.4°F in
January and the average high is 90.8°F in July. Average
annua precipitation ranges from 15 inches in the
desert regions on the western end to over 35 inches in
the Mount Baldy area.

Water

There are over 300 miles of perennial streams on the
reservation. Among the mgjor streams are Canyon,
Cibecue, Carrizo, Ord, Big and Little Bonito, Reser-
vation, Tonto, and Pacheta Creeks, and the North
Fork and East Fork of the Whiteriver. Numerous
springs exist, particularly below the Mogollon Rim.
Over 30 artificia trout lakes and 60 stock tanks are
located throughout the reservation.
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Vegetation

Over 72 1,000 acres, or 44%, of the reservation is
forested, mostly ponderosa pine. Vegetation zones
include spruce-apine fir forest (about 27,000 acres in
the northeast), montane conifer forest featuring
ponderosa pine, with aspen stands intermixed (about
694,000 acres), riparian deciduous forest, juniper-
pifion woodland (about 640,000 acres), oak-pine
woodland, interior chaparral (about 24,000 acres),
plains and desert grassland (about 50,000 acres),
Sonoran desert scrub (about 7,000 acres), and moun-
tain meadow grassand (about 7,000 acres).

Animals

Species of Special Concern.-The tribe has a cultura
tradition of care and respect for all species ofwildlife.
There are, however, severa species that the tribe or the
FWS has identified as endangered or threatened.
Federally endangered wildlife which the FWS has
identified as occurring on the reservation are the
razorback sucker, bald eagle, peregrine falcon, and
southwestern willow flycatcher. Federally threatened
species that the FWS lists as occurring are the Apache
trout, loach minnow, Little Colorado spinedace,
spikedace, Mexican spotted owl, and possibly a re-
established, nonessential experimental population of
Colorado sguawfish. (Activities which may adversely
modify critical habitat for the razorback sucker on the
reservation are described in the San Carlos Apache
Reservation section, above.)



Potential Wild Prey of Wolves.-Coues white-tailed
deer, mule degr, dk, javelina, pronghorn, Rocky
Mountain bighorn sheep, and desert bighorn sheep
are found on the reservation. Table 3-8 shows the
estimated population sizes, densities, and habitat areas
of these species. Bands of feral horses also occur here.
White-tailed deer inhabit oak-pine woodlands, while
mule deer are common in the montane conifer forests,
interior chaparral, mountain grasslands, and Sonoran
desert scrub. Elk were introduced into the White
Mountains between 19 13 and 1934 and have spread
throughout the forested areas. The highest concen-
tration of ek is in the eastern portion of the reserva
tion. These ek move to and from the southeastern
part of the reservation, the San Carlos Apache Reser-
vation, and the BRWRA. Introduced pronghorn
inhabit the plains and desert grasdands of the Bonito
Prairie.

The deer population is low but stable. ElIk herds
are dowly increasing. However, recent changes in ek
hunting regulations both on and off the reservation
may slow or stop this increase. Desert and Rocky
Mountain bighorn sheep each have a resident herd size
of up to 10 animals. Small mammals include Arizona
gray squirrels, Abert’s squirrels, golden-mantled
ground squirrels, cliff chipmunks, ringtails, raccoons,
and cottontails.

Affected Environments
Hunting.-The tribe holds regular seasons for dlk,
mountain lion, javelina, and pronghorn. Hunting of
deer and bhighorn sheep by non-members is not
permitted. About $1 million was generated in non-
member hunting revenues in 1995. Three trophy ek
hunts are held annually, with a limit of one bull per
year per permit. Sixty-four non-member trophy ek
permits were available for the 1994- 1995 season at
$11,000 each. Special auction and cow ek hunts also
are permitted. Table 3-9 depicts non-member hunting
revenues for 1994. One hunting season for javelina,
pronghorn, and bear are permitted. Mountain lions
can be hunted year-round. Guides are required for
most non-member hunts. Nine non-member guide
licenses were issued in 1994 providing tribal revenue
of $22,500.

Existing Livestock Predators—Coyotes and moun-
tain lions are common. Black bear are found in
montane conifer forests. Badgers and feral dogs aso
occur on the reservation. A tribal member is employed
as the ADC specidist on the reservation working
under a year-round cooperative agreement. The
primary focus of the program is the prevention of
depredation to cattle and horses. The speciaist aso
works with the tribal Game and Fish Department
controlling coyotes on antelope fawning grounds and

Table 3-8. Population estimates, densities, and estimated habitat areas of potential wolf prey species on

the White Mountain Apache Reservation.’

Species Estimated Population Density (animal/mi*) Estimated Habitat (mi’)
White-tailed deer 1,700 0.97 1,'50
Mule deer 2,300 1.15 2,000
Elk
Winter 6,000 13.33 450
Summer 11,500 10.95 1,050
Pronghorn 275 2.60 105
Desert bighorn 5 0.13 75
Rocky Mountain bighorn 8 0.16 50

‘Numbers for javelina arc nor known.

SOURCE: White Mountain Apache Tribe 1995.
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Table 3-9. White Mountain Apache Reservation non-member hunting revenues for 1994,

Species Number Permits |ssued Total Revenues
Bull elk 75 $ 940.000
Cow elk 100 30,000
Pronghorn 3 10,500
Mountain lion 20 3,000
Black bear (spring and fall) 58 5,800

Approximate

SOURCE: White Mountain Apache Tribe 1995.

helping to capture bears in campgrounds and popu-
lated areas. Over the past three years, ADC has taken
an annual average of 47 coyotes, 35 feral dogs, 1.3
lion, and 3.7 bears (Table 3-10). Control tools
include leghold traps, M-44s, and calling and shoot-
ing for coyotes and feral dogs, and foot snares and
hunting with dogs for lions and bears (Phillips 1994).

Tribal Policies and Plans

The tribal economy is guided by the Overall Eco-
nomic Plan (White Mountain Apache Tribe 1993).
Tribal plans include upgrading and expanding timber-
related activities such as increasing timber processing
capabilities, broadening the tourist base to include
passive activities such as the opening of a walk-
through historic park, and the development of retail
and service businesses. The trend is toward internal-
izing control over these economic and development
ventures (White Mountain Apache Tribe 1993).

The Tribal Council adopted a resolution in 1995
opposing Mexican wolf recovery in the BRWRA

(White Mountain Apache Tribe Res. No. 12-95-371).

In 1994, the Council adopted a resolution prohibit-
ing most access to the reservation by federal and state
agencies for scientific research or data collection
without the tribe's express written consent (Res. No.
02-94-060).

Livestock Grazing
All areas within the reservation except the populated

areas and the wildlife area are grazed by livestock.
There are nine multiple-family livestock associations
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and one tribal herd. The allocated animal units (cow
and calf) total 15,230. The reservation is
understocked due to low precipitation and few
association funds. Grazing is yearlong. Previoudly, the
associations held an annual fall sale of calves;, however,
because of low calf numbers, a regular sale has not
been held for several years. Table 3- 10 depicts the
reported livestock losses for 1990-92. Approximately
3,500 head of horses aso occur on the reservation.

Livestock ownership and grazing is not a major
economic base on the reservation. Individuals within
the associations own varying numbers of animals,
from one cow to over 200 animals. Livestock owner-
ship was established and largely continues to be for
subsistence. Cattle are used for ceremonies, wakes,
family consumption, etc.

Forestry

Forest management is governed by lo-year harvest
plans. Commercia forestry occurs in the montane
conifer forest, mostly in the northeast section of the
reservation. Up to 721,000 acres are active timber
harvesting areas, with annual harvests of 75 to 80
million board feet. Two sawmills exist, one at Cibecue
and one at Whiteriver, for a total capacity of about 80
million board feet of lumber.

Mining and Other Natural
Resource Extraction

No minera extraction is occurring on the reservation.
Minera deposits ranging from non-metalliferous
building materials to precious metals occur on the
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Table 3-10. White Mountain Apache Reservation livestock losses reported to APHIS-ADC, 1990-92.

Cows Calves Horses

1990: Bear 80 64 )

Feral dog 57 57

Lion 41 30

Coyote 71 97

Subtotal 249 248 2
1991: Bear 9 8

Feral dog 8 8

Lion 12 10 2

Coyote 3 20

Subtotal 32 46 2
1992: Bear 38 35 1

Feral dog 18 18

Lion 11 9 6

Coyote 15 69

Subtotal 82 131 7

Total 363 425 11

SOURCE: Pnhillips 1994.

reservation; however, potential for development is
low. Large quantities of gypsum and limestone and
small amounts of low-quality coa have been located
but nor extensively developed.

Public Access and Recreation

About 760 miles of roads exist on the reservation, of
which 128 miles are paved. The tribe requires all non-
members to purchase outdoor recreation permits for
activities on the reservation. The tribe offers hiking,
backpacking, fishing, hunting, camping, whitewater
rafting, boating, skiing, and gaming. The Sunrise Park
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Ski Resort near Mount Baldy offers downhill skiing
and related activities. The revenues from fishing,
camping, rafting, and picnicking were expected to
total nearly $1.2 million in 1995. Skiing will add
nearly $2 million and gaming nearly $5 million to
tribal revenue. The northeast corner near Mount
Baldy is closed to non-tribal members, and specia use
permits are required for the areas bordering the
southern boundary as well as the entire area west of
Highway 60.



Regional Economy,
Employment and Population

The reservation is economicaly diverse, particularly
near Whiteriver, with an active sawmill, thriving
commercial development, and many construction
projects underway. Industrial and farming pursuits are
limited, although some irrigated farming occurs in the
river valleys. The economy is centered on natural
resources and recreation (BIA 1978). Five firms within
the public administration, service, and manufacturing
sectors account for 73.7% ofemployment. Tourism is
a magjor employer, directly contributing more than
14% of reservation employment. The Sunrise Park Ski
Resort and the Fort Apache Timber Company (em-
ploying about 220 tribal members) are the largest
employers (White Mountain Apache Tribe 1993).
According to the U.S. Census, the civilian labor force
was 5,820 individuals in 1990 and the unemployment
rate was 32.8% (although the U.S. BIA reported a
6 1% unemployment rate for 1990 (Waters 199 1)).
The median household income is $13,020 and
50.8% of the people live below the poverty level
(Table 3-1 1). Thereservation is sparsely populated,
with approximately 1 0,390 residents according to the
U.S. Census. The BIA estimated the resident popula-
tion at 11,000 triba members and about 2,500 non-
tribal residents (Waters 199 1). The residents are
primarily clustered around Whiteriver, McNary, and
Cibegue. The population has been growing steadily
by amost three percent annually since 1980 (White
Mountain Apache Tribe 1993).

Affected Environments
Lakeside Ranger District,
Sitgreaves National Forest

The Lakeside Ranger Digtrict, which lies immediately
to the north of the White Mountain Apache Reserva
tion and to the northwest of the BRWRA, comprises
relatively gentle terrain sloping upward from north-
west to southeast. The elevation ranges from 6,500
feet to 8,800 feet. Volcanic cones, generally in the
eastern portion, rise 500 to 1,000 feet above the base
topography. The ranger district has several wetlands,
streams, lakes, and artificial impoundments.

A mixture of pihon-juniper, ponderosa pine,
mixed conifer, and aspen forest types occur here. The
northwest portion is predominantly pifon-juniper
and dry rangeland. Plant cover is low, primarily due to
low rainfall and low elevations. Mixed conifer and
aspen occur mostly in the eastern portion and are
associated with the volcanic cones. Approximately half
of the district consists of ponderosa pine.

The district is managed under the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forest Plan (SW Region USFS
1987b). In the short term, management for consump-
tive uses (which includes recreation such as hunting
and fishing) will be emphasized (E.H. Klein,
Sitgreaves NF, pers. comm.). However, as the area
becomes more urban, the demand for non-consump-
tive uses increases, and a greater emphasis may be
placed on developing nonconsumptive recreational
opportunities in the future.

The ranger district permits a total of 2,460
livestock. The entire district is open to grazing,

Table 3- 11. Summary of regional U.S. Census data for the White Mountain Apache Reservation.

Total population
Population density
Number in civilian labor force

Percent of civilian labor force unemployed

10,394
4.2/mi’
5,820

32.8%

Percent of civilian labor force employed in agriculture,

forestry or fisheries
Median household income

Percent of population below poverty level

5.7%
513,020

50.8%

SOURCE:

1990 U.S. Census for the Fort Apache reservation.



although some areas have not been grazed recently.
Grazing occurs in the mgoriry of alotments from
June to October; a few are year-round.

Recreation includes camping, picnicking, hiking,
sight-seeing, cross country skiing, hunting, fishing,
and birdwatching, for an average of 409,000 RVDs
yearly. The digtrict has three developed campgrounds,
three primitive campgrounds, a large number of
undeveloped camp sites, and approximately 200 miles
of trails used by horses, mountain bikes, and hikers.
Most recreational activities occur in the southern and
eastern parts of the district where pine vegetation
predominates.

Traditionally, this portion of Arizona has been a
recreation and vacation area. Forty-thousand acres of
private land occur within the district boundaries
consisting mostly of unincorporated developments.
Two communities, Pinetop-Lakeside and Show Low,
are located within the boundaries of the district with a
combined population ranging from about 10,000 in
the winter to over 50,000 in the summer. The trend is
toward more growth as a retirement and second home
area, leading to an increase in demand for conversion
of National Forest lands to both private lands and
areas for dispersed recreation (E.H. Klein, Sitgreaves
NE, pers. comm.).

San Mateo Mountains
Unit of Cibola National Forest

The San Mateo Mountains encompass approximately
395,000 acres primarily in the southwestern portion
of Socorro County northeast of the Black Range in
New Mexico. The San Mateos are situated in the
Magdalena Ranger District of Cibola NF, to the
northeast of the Gila NF portion of the BRWRA. No
permanent water sources are found in the San Mateos,
only seasonal springs and wildlife watering tanks are
located here. Vegetation ranges from spruce-fir wood-
land at about 10,000 feet elevation to mixed conifer,
ponderosa pine and pifon-juniper woodlands, moun-
tain shrub, plains grassand, and Chihuahuan desert at
about 6,000 feet elevation on the south end of the
mountains. About 66 percent of the land is forested.
Less than 4,000 mule deer inhabit this part of the
Cibola NE Approximately 400 elk also occur (B.
Stephenson, Cibola NF, pers. comm.).

Most of the mountain range is covered by a
management plan; however, about 52,800 acres in the
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southern half of the range is not under any current
plan. Unit plans covering a ten-year period will be
prepared beginning in fiscal year 1996 (B. Stephen-
son, Cibola NF, pers. comm.).

There are approximately 4,000 head of permitted
cattle using the mountain range. Grazing seasons vary
from a few months to year-round. The only ungrazed
land is in the upper elevations of the Apache Kid and
Withington Wilderness Areas. No timber sale pro-
gram exists on the Magdalena Ranger District with the
exception of fuelwood harvesting. No new camp-
grounds, roads, or mgjor hiking trails are planned.
Management emphasis for the mountain range will
continue to be grazing, dispersed recreation, and
wilderness management.

The primary recreation use is hunting, predomi-
nantly for mule deer and elk. During the warmer
months, developed camp sites receive steady use.
Hiking and sight-seeing by automobile are other
important seasona uses. The San Mateo Mountains
account for about 75,000 RVDs.

White Sands Wolf Recovery Area
(WSWRA)

Geography

The WSWRA encompasses 2,578,026 acres, or 4,028
mi%, in south-central New Mexico (Fig. 3-4). This area
includes dl of White Sands Missile Range and
Holloman Air Force Base (2,087,264 acres), White
Sands National Monument (142,639 acres), the San
Andres National Wildlife Refuge (57,215 acres
contained within the missile range boundary), and
lands adjoining the western boundary of the missile
range (348,123 acres), including the Jornada Experi-
mental Range and San Andres Nationd Wildlife
Refuge. The WSWRA encompasses two entire moun-
tain ranges (the San Andres and the Oscura Moun-
tains), portions of two mgor drainage basins (the
Tularosa Basin to the east of the mountains and the
Jornada del Muerto to the west of the mountains),
two lava flows, and the largest gypsum deposit in the
world.

The WSWRA primary recovery zone consists of
the San Andres Mountains in the western part of the
missile range. (The primary recovery zone and other
precise boundaries are delineated in Box 2-1 .) The
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Figure 3-4. White Sands Wolf Recovery Area.
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secondary recovery zone on the west side is the narrow
strip of foothills and plains, about 70 miles long and
about eight miles wide, lying adjacent to the missile
range boundary (Fig. 3-4). The secondary recovery
zone makes up 14% of the WSWRA and consists
mostly of BLM lands, private lands, and the Jornada
Experimental Range (see separate section below). The
remainder of the WSWRA secondary recovery zone
lies within the White Sands Missile Range boundary,
consisting of all lands outside the San Andres moun-
tains.

The WSWRA includes portions of five New
Mexico counties: Dona Ana, Sierra, Socorro, Lincoln,
and Otero. Highway 70 traverses the southern portion
between Las Cruces and Alamogordo forming the
southern boundary of the primary recovery zone. The
1,119,77 l-acre Fort Bliss, an Army artillery and air
defense training range, lies to the south of the
WSWRA. The Army has evacuation agreements with
land owners over four extension areas to the north and
west of the missile range that are evacuated periodi-
cally for safety reasons during missile tests and other
military activities (Fig. 3-5).

White Sands Missile Range is approximately 100
miles long and 37 miles wide. The mgjority of the
range is situated in the Tularosa Basin, which consists
mostly of Cenozoic deposits of gypsum and quartz
(Bednarz 1389). The basin is notable for its shifting
gypsum dunes and extensive akali flats. The northern
part of the basin is covered by a basalt flow called the
Carrizozo Malpais. The San Andres Mountains form
the western boundary of the Tularosa Basin for
approximately 85 miles and are from six to 17 miles
wide. The range rises to about 9,000 feet elevation at
Salinas Peak. The San Andres are fault-block moun-
tains with tilted sedimentary rock beds dipping
westward toward the Jornada del Muerto. The foot-
hills and bajadas in the secondary recovery zone to the
west of the San Andres grade into gravelly and sandy
plains toward the Rio Grande.

The Oscura Mountains occupy the northeastern
section of the WSWRA. These extend 25 miles from
north to south in a roughly triangular shape with a
maximum width of about 13 miles. The Oscuras are
comprised of primarily eastward dipping blocks of
Permian sedimentary and Paleozoic rocks (Meinzer
and Hare 19 15). The western margin is a steep escarp-
ment and the eastern dope descends gradually.
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Climate

The climate in the WSWRA s typical of the south-
western deserts, characterized by aridity throughout
the year, hot summers, mild winters, low relative
humidity, and scant precipitation (Table 3- 12).
Average high temperatures can be over 1 00°F in June,
and the average low is 2 1 °F in January. Annual pre-
cipitation varies from 7 to 11 inches in the lower
areas, averaging 10 inches. High mountain locations
in the San Andres can receive from 12 to 20 inches,
averaging 18 inches. Most precipitation occurs during
thunderstorms from June through September. Precipi-
tation from 1993- 1995 in the lower Tularosa Basin
has been 38% below the 195- 1994 ten year average
(Morrow 1996).

Water

Surface water in the WSWRA is almost nonexistent
except for the highly gypsiferous and saline water in
Lake Lucero, Salt Creek, Malpais Springs, and Lost
River. Malpais Springs is the most significant source of
surface water, discharging severa cubic feet per second.
About 130 small springs, of variable reliability, exist
in both the San Andres and Oscura Mountains.
Approximately 50 percent of these are perennial
(Bednarz 1989). Discharge from most sites usualy is
less than one gallon per minute (USFWS 1985). As a
result of a1993- 1995 drought all natural springs in
the San Andres Mountains either dried up or were at
their lowest levels in ten years (Logan 19944). In
addition, White Sands Missile Range has more than
50 watering facilities (e.g. windmills and rainwater
catchments) that are occasionaly serviced for game,
wildlife, and feral horses (D. Taylor, WSMR, pers.
comm.).

The secondary recovery zone to the west of the
missile range has numerous dirt tanks and livestock
troughs, many supplied by pipdine systems. A water
source occurs roughly every one to two miles
(Howard 1993).
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Figure 3-5. White Sands Missile Range Extension Areas.
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Table 3-12. Average annual temperatures for White Sands Missile Range, New Mexico.

Temperature ( °F)

Region Elevation (feet) High M ean Low
Basins 3,900-4,900 77 61 46
Mountains 5,000-9,060 74 53 31

SOURCES:. WSMR Meteorological Branch 1994; Eschrich 1992,

Vegetation The federally listed plants occurring in the WSWRA
are listed in Appendix D.

The WSWRA supports a mixture of Chihuahuan

desert, upper Sonoran desert, and southern Rocky Animals

Mountain flora. The major vegetation classes include

p&on-juniper woodland, semi-desert shrubs, desert History of Wolves

grasslands, gypsum grasslands and dunes, and desert

mountains (NMNHP 1992). The WSWRA lies within the probable historic range

A ponderosa pine community occurs at the of the Mexican wolf subspecies. Historic documenta-
highest elevations of the San Andres Mountains at tion of wolves is sparse, consisting of a few verbal
Salinas Peak, covering about 7 mi®. The coniferous accounts from turn-of-the-century residents (Halloran
woodlands are found between 6,300 and 8,500 feet 1946, 1944a, and 1944b; Forsling 1919). Also,
elevation and are dominated by pinon and juniper. Bertram (1992) examined canid bones excavated from
These woodlands total about 237 mi®. Savannas the northeastern foot of the Organ Mountains within
occurring between about 6,000 and 7,000 feet the WSWRA, which he identified as Canis lupus.
elevation have open juniper canopies with predomi- However, he could not determine whether the bones
nately grassy cover. Savannas cover approximately 32 1 were of local origin or came to the site through trade
mi® of the missile range. from elsawhere.

Scrublands are extensive, covering over 2,000 mi?. Bailey (1907 and 193 1) mentioned reports of
Scrub types occur from about 4,100 to 8,500 feet wolves in the San Andres and documented their
elevation. Montane scrub usually occurs in the same common occurrence in the early twentieth century in
elevation zone as woodlands and savannas, but in neighboring areas such as the Sacramento and Capitan
either more extreme environments or on sites that Mountains. Nunley (1977) and Young and Goldman
have been subjected to high frequency disturbance ( 1944) reported wolves being captured west of the
such as repeated fire. The vegetation is dominated by WSWRA near Hatch, New Mexico. No confirmed
mountain mahogany, oaks, and hardy grasses. Plains- wolf reports have come from the area in recent years
mesa scrub is typified by sand sage, occurring along (Wolok 1994). However, one aleged sighting of a
the edge of the upper Jornada basin. Chihuahuan lone “wolf” occurred in 1988 at the southern White
desert scrub occupies large areas of lower mountain Sands Missile Range boundary in Otero County
slopes, bajadas, and basin bottoms, and is dominated (Wolok 1994).
by drought-resistant shrubs.

Grassands on the missile range total about 761 Species of Special Concern
mi* and are dominated by plains-mesa and desert
grasslands. Plains-mesa grasdands lie between the The federaly endangered species which the FWS lists
higher elevation woodlands, savannas, or montane as occurring on the missile range include the bald
scrub, and the lower elevation desert grasslands or eagle, American peregrine falcon, northern aplomado
desert scrub. Desert grasslands are characterized by falcon, southwestern willow flycatcher, whooping
Species like black grama. Desert grasslands range in crane, and black-footed ferret. Federally-threatened
elevation from 4,000 to 6,000 feet (NMNHP 1992). Mexican spotted owls are listed by the FWS as
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occurring. Peregrine falcons and bald eagles have been
documented only as transients. The other animal
species are seasona residents or breeding species.

The potential wolf prey species of special concern
is the New Mexico-endangered desert bighorn sheep,
which occurs in the San Andres Mountains. The
population numbers about 30 individuals (S.
Berendzen, San Andres National Wildlife Refuge,
pers. comm.) and primarily inhabits steep, rocky aress.
The population has had persistent, devastating scabies
infections that sharply reduced its numbers in the late
1970s from a high of about 200 animals (Sandoval
1979).

Critical habitat for the federally endangered
Todsen's pennyroyal occurs within a 2-km? area of
White Sands Missile Range. Activities by the Army
which would result in increased trampling or distur-
bance of the critical habitat may be restricted (46 Fed.
Reg. 5730, Jan. 19, 1981).

Potential Wild Prey of Wolves

Mule deer are the most abundant ungulates followed
by oryx, pronghorn, and feral horses. Table 3-13
provides population estimates for these potential prey
(except horses) on the missile range portion of the
WSWRA. Small mammals and ungulates such as
javeling, ek, and desert bighorn sheep occur in limited
numbers.

Mule deer occupy most habitat types except for
the lowest elevations in the Tularosa Basin where
vegetation and fresh water are sparse or nonexistent.
Approximately 70% (5,300) of the total mule deer
population on the missile range can be found in the
primary recovery zone in the San Andres Mountains
(NMDGF 1993a, 1993b, and 1992). Densities vary
widely, from less than one animal per mi? to 10- 12 per

Affected Environments
mi® within the mid-elevations of the mountains and
along the footsdope areas. Pockets of high densities
exist at lower elevations as well. About 10% of the
total deer population dwells in the lower basins (P.
Morrow, WSMR, pers. comm.).

A drought from 1993-1 995 has caused a decline
in mule deer numbers in the San Andres Mountains
(Morrow 1996). Fawns and reproducing does experi-
enced the greatest reduction. It is anticipated that the
mule deer population in the San Andres will recover
with the return of normal to above normal precipita
tion (Logan 1994a).

Approximately 80% of the pronghorn live in the
Jornada Basin and the rest occur in the northern and
western portions of the Tularosa Basin below 6,000
feet elevation (U.S. Army 1994). Pronghorn move
seasonaly between the missile range and adjacent
private and federal lands, apparently in response to
water and forage availability. Overal, pronghorn on
the missile range are increasing. The Jornada Basin
pronghorn population appears to be stable-to-
increasing and the Tularosa Basin population appears
to be increasing (I? Morrow, WSMR, pers. comm.).

Non-native oryx are well-distributed below 6,000
feet elevation. Generdly, oryx occupy the basin desert
shrub and grassland habitats, but they can be found
throughout the WSWRA, including most canyons
within the San Andres. Single oryx and groups of less
than three individuas are frequently observed in
pifion-juniper habitats (1? Morrow, WSMR, pers.
comm.). The population on the WSWRA is about
1,700 animals. It is increasing at an average annual
rate of about 17% (Table 3-14). In the WSWRA, the
species has no significant predators other than hu-
mans. They have sharp, formidable horns, and they
defend their young. Coyotes, mountain lions, and
bobcats may take a few, primarily young, oryx. It is

Table 3-13. Population estimates of ungulate prey species for the WSWRA, 1994,

Species
Mule Deer Pronghorn Oryx
Primary recovery zone 5,300 70 700
Secondary recovery zone 2,200 280 1,000
Total primary + secondary 7,500 350 1,700

SOURCE: Morrow 1994.



Table 3-14. Oryx population estimates for the WSWRA.

Affected Environments

Y ear

Area 1993 1994 1995 1996
Primary recovery zone 700 700 950 1,100
Secondary recovery zone

within the missile range 650 825 900 1,070
Secondary recovery zone

outside the missile range 150 175 200 230
Total WSWRA 1,500 1,700 2,050 2,400

SOURCE: Morrow 1994.

not known whether wolves will prey on oryx, or
whether oryx will harm the wolves through defensive
actions. African wild dog packs do not attack oryx in
their native Africa (J. Ginsberg, Zoological Society of
London, pers. comm.). No evidence exists of disease
resulting in significant mortality in the oryx popula
tion (D. Taylor, WSMR, pers. comm.).

The oryx population continues to expand beyond
origina introduction expectations (Saiz 1978).
Concern over the impacts of this expansion is increas-
ing. White Sands Nationa Monument personnel are
undertaking a roughly haf-million dollar project to
fence out oryx (D. Ditmanson, White Sands Natl.
Mon., pers. comm). Managers are implementing
strategies to reduce the population, particularly within
the mountains where the potential to compete with
native species may increase and through which oryx
may disperse off the missile range (Morrow 1996).

A population of feral horses exists on the missile
range entirely within the northern Tularosa Basin. The
horses likely represent the progeny of domestic ranch
stock left behind after the Army established exclusive
military use of the missile range in 1950 (U.S. Army
1991). They are not protected under the Wild and
Free-roaming Horses and Burro Act, 16 USC § 1334,
because the Act does not apply to federal military
lands. Feral horse movements and distribution are
directly related to water availability (U.S. Army
199 1). During dry periods horse distribution becomes
compressed. Following rains horses again disperse
(Morrow 1993).

In 1994, the horse population was estimated at
1,200 to 1,400 animas. However, severa die-offs had

occurred as a result of extreme dry conditions which
limited forage and water availability. Over 120 horses
died in the 1994 drought. Severe degradation is
evident throughout horse habitat, especialy aong
riparian areas (D. Holdermann, NM Coop. Res. Unit,
pers. comm.). Pursuant to a study and Environmental
Assessment (EA), the missile range initiated horse
reduction activities (capture and removal) in late
1995; the current population is 250-350 animals
(Morrow 1996). Current management objectives call
for continued reductions in the population in 1996 to
achieve the EA recommendation of half the Mazimum
Target Population of about 375, that is, reducing the
population to about 180.

Small prey species include jackrabbits, cottontails,
skunks, porcupines, ground squirrels, chipmunks, rats,
and other small mammals (Bednarz 1989; Findley
1975).

Hunting

All big game hunts on the missile range are by specia
permit with limited entry. Permit levels and hunt areas
are established cooperatively by White Sands Missile
Range and the New Mexico Department of Game and
Fish. In recent years, there have been two deer, one
pronghorn, and six oryx hunts annually. Deer hunts
are conducted annualy in either the Salinas Peak or
Oscura Mountain Hunt Area on an aternating basis.
One male deer with at least one forked antler is the
lega limit. Pronghorn are hunted concurrently with
oryx in the Stallion Range Center area each fall. The
lega harvests are one male pronghorn and either a



male or female oryx. Hunters are limited to one
trophy oryx permit for life. Most hunts take place for
two days over a weekend. Both rifle and primitive
weapons hunts (muzzle-loader and archery) are
conducted annually. No hunting is permitted on
Holloman Air Force Base except for occasiona oryx
control  hunts.

Table 3- 15 summarizes the average mule deer
harvest over the past five years. The average annual
permit level for deer hunts is 140, and hunter partic-
ipation averages 123 (88%). Hunter success rates
average 5 1% for al deer hunts combined. Bow hunter
success averages 1 1%, while rifle hunter success
averages 69%. The success rate for primitive weapon
hunts averages 38%. Harvest strategies for the 1996-
97 season on WSMR will include the reduction of
permit levels by about 50% from the previous year to
an expected harvest of 40-55 lega bucks in the
northern San Andres and Oscuras.

Pronghorn and oryx harvest statistics for the
period 1986 though 1993 are presented in
Table 3-16. From 1992-1 994, permit levels increased
by an annual average of 1 0%, while the oryx popula-
tion is estimated to have increased 17% annually.
Approximately 200 oryx permits were available in
1994 (U.S. Army 1994; |? Morrow, WSMR, pers.
comm.). Permit levels for the 1995-96 season were
increased by 50% to 300 permits. Depredation hunts
held on and off WSMR were increased by over 100%
to approximately 150 permits.

Existing Livestock Predators

Coyotes are present in the mountainous areas in low
densities and are more numerous in the secondary

Affected Environments
recovery zone in the Jornada del Muerto (K. Havstad,
Jornada Experimental Range, pers. comm.).

White Sands Missile Range and the New Mexico
Department of Game and Fish have initiated an
informal agreement that allows nuisance black bears
live-trapped from the Cloudcroft and Ruidoso areas
to be released into suitable habitat within the Oscura
Mountains on the missile range (NMDGF 1993b).
Eight bears have been relocated under this agreement.
Relocated bears were not believed to have killed
livestock or to have been aggressive toward humans.

The total mountain lion population in the San
Andres Mountains is estimated at 75 to 80. Density is
approximately one lion per nine mi?. This density is
among the highest documented in North America
(Logan 1994b). An experiment was initiated in 1990
in which two-thirds of the lion population of the
southern San Andres were translocated to northern
New Mexico. By mid-1993, most of this loss had
been replaced by immigration and reproduction, and
the population in this portion of the San Andres
stood at 26 to 28 animals. Researchers continue to
regularly monitor their movements. Despite the high
lion density, cases of depredations on livestock on the
west side of the missile range have been very rare (K.
Logan, Hornocker Wildlife Research Ingt., pers.
comm.).

No predator control occurs within the missile
range boundary. The New Mexico ADC office has
control agreements with six ranches in the WSWRA
secondary recovery zone. Target animals are coyotes
and bobcats, and a full range of control methods are
used, Verified losses in 1992 consisted of one calf.

Table 3-15. Average annual mule deer harvest, White Sands Missile Range, 1989-1993.

Area Weapon # Permits # Hunters Harvest % Hunter Success
Oscura Bow 50 43 4 8
Salinas Bow 50 36 5 14
Oscura Rifle 93 84 42 49
Salinas Rifle 75 71 60 88

SOURCE: Morrow 1994.
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Table 3- 16. Average annual pronghorn and oryx harvest, White Sands Missile Range, 1986-1993.

# Permits # Hunters Harvest % Hunter Success
Pronghorn 27 26 25 97
Oryx 148 147 140 96

SOURCE: Morrow 1994.

Land Ownership
and Management

The Department of the Army exerts principal control
and land management authority over White Sands
Missile Range. The Army manages it to support
missile and weapons development and test programs
for the Army, Navy, Air Force, National Aeronautics
and Space Administration (NASA), several other
agencies, and non-government agencies. The missile
range consists of a complex overlay of federa lands co-
used by the Army and various land administrators,
particularly in the southern one-third of the instal-
lation. Air space over the entire WSWRA is con-
trolled by the military.

The National Park Service administers the 88-mi?
White Sands National Monument. The monument is
located entirely within the boundaries of White Sands
Missile Range (see separate section below on the
Monument). The FWS manages the 90-mi? San
Andres National Wildlife Refuge that also lies entirely
within the missile range. The principa purpose of the
refuge is to conserve and develop its wildlife resources.
The focus of refuge activities has been on protecting
and restoring the remnant population of desert
bighorn sheep.

The U.SD.A. Agriculture Research Service,
administers the 293-mi? Jornada Experimental Range
located on the western San Andres Mountain pied-
mont and on the eastern portion of the Jornada Valley
(see separate section below on the JER). About half of
the JER is located within the missile range, and
activities of both the Agriculture Research Service and
the Army are subject to a co-use agreement.

NASA manages its White Sands Test Facility on a
88 mi* portion of the missile range to test spacecraft
components. The Army has access to the NASA site
and may congtruct roads, power lines, communication
lines, and instrumentation sites, as well as conduct
missile and Air Force tests at atitudes above
10,000 feet.
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A 64-mi’ area in the southeastern portion of the
missile range is managed by Holloman Air Force Base.

The New Mexico Department of Game and Fish
has ultimate management responsibility for most of
the wildlife in the area. An interagency cooperative
agreement sets forth the specific responsibilities of the
Department of Game and Fish, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, and the Army.

Military use of al co-use lands takes precedence
over other activities. Public access generaly is prohib-
ited on all co-use lands except on White Sands
Nationa Monument (WSMR 1993). The secondary
recovery zone to the west of the missile range bound-
ary consists mostly of BLM and private land. About a
dozen ranches operate there.

Land Development

Within the missile range are one post headquarters
area in the southwestern corner and four range centers
(Stalion, Oscura, North Oscura, and Rhodes Canyon
Range Centers), two of which are regularly inhabited
by government personne (Fig. 3-6). The post head-
guarters area consists of 1,900 acres (U.S. Army
1985) and provides living quarters for about 850
families and 65 single people (Anon. 1992). The range
centers occupy less than 65 acres each and primarily
consist of maintenance, shop, and storage buildings.
These sites have temporary housing facilities for 20 to
80 people (U.S. Army 1985). All of the support
facilities are located in lowland basin areas.

More than 1,100 instrumentation sites are scat-
tered throughout the missile range (U.S. Army 1985).
Many of these consist smply of elevated concrete pads
used occasionally to support portable equipment
during specific tests. A few sites have structures
manned occasionaly. Collectively, these sites occupy
about 1,480 acres, mostly in basin areas (U.S. Army
1983).



Figure 3-6.

Impact areas and range centers in White Sands Missile Range.

Stallion LJ
Range
Center
90—Mile Cﬁ
Missile North
Impact Oscura
Area Range
L Center
70—Mile
Missile
tmpact
Area
Rhodes
Canyon
Range
] Center
50—Mile
Missile
Impact
Area
USAF
Yonder
tmpact
Area
30-Mile
Missile
fmpact
Area
— |
- O
833 |
£ EJ
Ny~ 3
Yook
=9%
o2
Hazardous /=
Test Area

LAS CRUCES

334

Oscura Impact
Area

O
(O

Affected Environments

USAF
Red Rio
Impact Area

Oscura
Range
Center

ALAMOGORDO

0 15
\ j

SCALE IN MILES




Historic homesteads, mostly in dilapidated
condition, are scattered throughout the missile range.
The Hardin Ranch and Mocking Bird Gap House are
maintained by the Army and used mostly by staff
working in remote aress.

Livestock Grazing

The only part of the WSWRA with private livestock
grazing is the narrow, sparsely-populated ranching area
in the secondary recovery zone to the west of the
missile range. Twelve ranchers graze a total of about
2,120 cattle year-round. Some of their BLM alot-
ments are only partialy within the secondary recovery
zone (Howard 1993). Cattle occasionally trespass
onto the missile range, especialy where fences do not
exist or are not maintained, and a small band (10 to
20) of feral cows reportedly lives in the southern part
of the San Andres (D. Taylor, WSMR, pers. comm.).

Mining and Other Natural
Resource Extraction

There are no active mines or other natural resource
extraction activities occurring within the WSWRA,
with the exception of an exploration permit granted
for an aleged historic gold cache on Victorio Peak in
the southern part of the San Andres range. Active
mines for precious metals are found in the northwest
part of the Oscura Mountains just outside the
WSWRA boundary near Bingham. Portions of the
secondary recovery. zone to the west have been leased
for oil and gas development (Howard 1993). How-
ever, the few wells drilled have not produced and the
development potential appears low.

Military Activities

White Sands Missile Range is a multi-service test
range. Its main function is to support missile develop-
ment and test programs for the Army, Navy, Air
Force, NASA, other government agencies, and private
industry. The missile range is under the operational
control of the U.S. Army Test and Evaluation Com-
mand, Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland. The
primary purpose is to test new high-technology
weapons systems and equipment. In conducting these
tests, the missile range uses sophisticated instruments
such as radar, fixed and tracking optics, and telemetry.
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White Sands Missile Range also operates various
Army laboratories and test facilities, including the
Temperature Test Facility, Atmospheric Sciences
Laboratory, Aerial Cable Range, and Nuclear Effects
Laboratory. Simulated nuclear explosions are con-
ducted in the northwest area to the west of the Oscura
Mountains. White Sands Missile Range also provides
an aternate landing site for the space shuttle program.
In1992,9 1 testing programs were active and 3,468
different tests were completed (Public Affairs Office
1993). Many sites are used as missile or weapons
impact areas or for other types of potentialy hazard-
ous experiments. Most operations that involve some
risk to wildlife and humans are carried out in the
Tularosa Basin; however, the mountainous areas are
subject to occasional impact risk.

Many missile firing programs are underway.
Surface-to-surface type missiles, with ranges in excess
of twenty miles and requirements for large impact
areas, use much of the range area and assets. Surface-
to-air missiles adong with their associated targets use
even more range area and assets, often scattering debris
over wide areas. The proposed reopening of the off-
range corridor over White Sands Missile Range, which
would enable the firing of target missiles from Fort
Wingate, New Mexico and Green River, Utah, would
increase surface-to-air test activity. Severa air-to-air
missile test programs are ongoing with the attendant
problem of debris falling over wide areas. Air-to-
surface missile tests also are ongoing and have large
surface area danger zones as well as specific target areas.

Most of the instruments are mobile and may be
operated from any of the more than 1,100 sites
distributed throughout the missile range, depending
upon the test requirements. There also are a number
of autonomous, manned facilities scattered through-
out, the operators of which frequently conduct their
own operations. Most of those sites, such as Aeria
Cable, Large Blast Therma Simulator, and Nuclear
Effects facilities, are located in the basin areas. How-
ever, some facilities are located in or adjacent to
mountainous areas. North Oscura Peak is occupied
intermittently by test programs requiring a mountain-
top location.

Although a mgjority of the live firing tests have
the potential to impact the mountainous aress of the
range, the more routine impacts in the San Andres
area will result from Air Force and Air National Guard
training missions. Most of these missions occur at
altitudes over 10,000 feet. Duds and damaged drone



targets are scattered throughout the mountain range.
Targets are not normally shot down over the San
Andres because of the difficulty in recovering the
debris; however, this area is a safety buffer zone and
impacts can occur.

The Red Rio and Oscura impact areas (Figure 3-
6, above), managed by Holloman Air Force Base, are
mainly used for bomb drop exercises and by tactical
fighter aircraft for air-to-ground gunnery and strafing
practice. These locations in the relatively dry foothills
are contaminated with 20-mm shdlls, but are policed
periodicaly for duds by the Air Force to the maxi-
mum extent possible (U.S. Army 1985). Programs
involving the testing of air defense system weapons
have been active in the foothill areas east of the Oscura
Mountains (U.S. Army, n.d.). The testing programs
involve numerous missile firings at fixed-wing and
rotary drone aircraft. The Oscura Mountains primarily
serve as a “back stop” for launched missiles that miss
the targets. Live ordnance has occasionally caused fires
in this area (U.S. Army, n.d.).

A hazardous test area in the southwestern portion
of the missile range (Fig. 3-6, above) lies adjacent to
the San Andres. Contaminants at this site include
ordnance, explosives, and propellants that may be
potentidly toxic to wildlife.

Public Access and Recreation

The entire missile range is closed to the public with
the following exceptions. occasional temporary
openings of specified areas such as the Trinity Site,
which commemorates the first atomic bomb test; big
game hunts; and specia use permits, such as for
research. Additional public access has been proposed
for future special events. Holloman Air Force Base is
closed to the public with the exceptions of Lakes
Holloman and Stinky. The White Sands National
Monument is open to the public (see separate section
below on the Monument). Highway 70 provides the
major public access across the WSWRA.

The secondary recovery zone to the west of White
Sands Missile Range is primarily BLM land that is
open to public use. However, due to its isolation and
lack of developed recreationa opportunities, recre-
ationa use is low (Howard 1993). The exception is
during the deer hunting season when numerous
hunters occupy BLM land along the missile range
boundary.
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Affected Environments
Regional Economy,
Employment, and Population

The economic activity generated by missile range
testing activities and nearby military and space facili-
ties dominate the economy of the WSWRA. The
combined civilian and military payrolls of the missile
range exceed $143 million annualy. An additional
payroll is attributable to the contractors working on
the range (Public Affairs Office 1993).

The Post area, where 1,724 personnd live, is the
only population concentration within the WSWRA.
Most of the rest of the 8,800 missile range employees
(military, civilian, and contractors) live in the Las
Cruces, El Paso, or Alamogordo areas (Public Affairs
Office 1993). The other large employers in the region
are Holloman Air Force Base near Alamogordo and
New Mexico State University in Las Cruces.

The population of Dofia Ana County, which is
concentrated in the Las Cruces areg, is projected to
grow rapidly in the near future, from 136,470 in
1990 to 182,430 in 2000 (Bur. of Bus. and Econ.
Res. 199 1). Slower growth rates are projected for
Lincoln, Otero, Sierra, and Socorro Counties sur-
rounding the WSWRA. Table 3-1 7 summarizes U.S.
census data for the census areas that correspond best
to the boundaries of the WSWRA. There are no
permanent inhabitants of the WSWRA primary
recovery zone, thus no summary table is provided
for it.

White Sands National
Monument

White Sands National Monument occupies approxi-
mately 145,000 acres of the Tularosa Basin and is
surrounded by White Sands Missile Range. The
Monument was established to preserve the white
gypsum sand dunes and crystalline formations that
cover about 37% of the area (NPS 1993). The
Monument contains no perennial water sources. Lake
Lucero, a playa lake, contains water about 10% of the
time. During periods of heavy rainfal, the lake may
contain water for up to three to four months (J.
Mangmeli, White Sands Natl. Mon., pers. comm.).
The vegetation is generally representative of the
Chihuahuan desert ecosystem. The harsh akaline soils
support little growth, however. No deer, pronghorn,
or javelina inhabit the Monument (R. Appling, White
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Table 3-17. Summary of regional U.S. Census data for White Sands wolf recovery area.’
Total population 3,868
Population density 0.8/mi*
Number in civilian labor force 1,870
Percent of civilian labor force unemployed 9.2%
Percent of civilian labor force employed in agriculture,
forestry or fisheries 10.0%
Median household income $23,393
Percent of population below poverty level 8.4%

'Region covered by census tracts does not correspond exactly with recovery arca boundaries; generally, census tracrs

include some .\djaccm rural arcas around the recovery aress. Portions of additional census tracts 1n [Dona Ana, Lincoln, Otcro
and Socorro counties also occur within the WSWRA sccondary recovery zone; however, these portions lack permanent
resident .+ and census data from these tracts arc not included here. There arc no permanent inhabitants of the WSWRA

primary recovery zone, thus no summary table 1s provided for it.

SOURCES: 1990 U.S. Census for Dona Ana County census tract 19 and Sierra County census

tract 982 1.

Sands Natl. Mon., pers. comm.). Oryx number 100
to 200. No mountain lions or black bears are present.
Coyotes and kit foxes are common.

The western half of the Monument is adminis-
tered as a joint-use area with the missile range and is
subject to frequent closures during testing periods.
Development plans consist of expanding the trall
system and continuing construction of an oryx
exclosure fence. A total of eight miles of public roads,
a one-mile trail, and three picnic areas have been
constructed for public use. An average of 600,000
visitors per year visit the Monument, and the one
backcountry campsite attracts 1,000 to 1,700 people
per year (R. Appling, White Sands Natl. Mon., pers.
comm.}.

Jornada Experimental Range

The Jornada Experimental Range (JER), administered
by the Agricultural Research Service of the U.S.D.A.,
is located mainly on the Jornada de Muerto Plain
between the Rio Grande Valley on the west and the
San Andres Mountains on the east (Fig. 3-4, above).
Elevations on the 193,394-acre tract range from
4,200 feet on the plains to 8,500 feet in the San
Andres. Average annual precipitation is 9.7 inches,
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faling mostly from July through September. The
average maximum temperature is 97°F in June and
56°F in January. Eighteen permanent water tanks and
wells are distributed throughout the plains portion of
the JER.

The primarily Chihuahuan desert vegetation types
range from grassland to desert scrub. Research has
documented the historical conversion of semi-desert
grasslands to desert shrubs caused by drought, shrub
seed dispersal by animals, and overgrazing. Grasses are
interspersed with encroaching snakeweed, honey
mesquite, creosotebush, and tarbush. On the moun-
tain sopes, honey mesqguite, creosotebush, sotol, and
mountain mahogany are predominant, athough some
areas support oneseed juniper and pifion.

No federally endangered or threatened mammals
occur in the JER. New Mexico state-endangered desert
bighorn sheep number about 20, including the
overlap area with the San Andres National Wildlife
Refuge. Mule deer in the foothills and mountains are
estimated at 100 to 300. Pronghorn (70 to 100
animals) roam the Jornada plain. Eighty oryx inhabit
the plain and foothills. Coyotes are the most numer-
ous carnivore and are increasing in number. Coyote
density is three to four animals per mi’. Two to three
mountain lions inhabit approximately 55 sguare
miles, all in the San Andres Mountains.



The mission of the JER is to acquire knowledge of
ecosystem processes for development of remediation
technologies and management of desert rangelands.
Research conducted by JER staff is augmented by
interagency research programs, including the National
Science Foundation's Long-Term Ecological Research
Program and the Environmental Protection Agency’s
Environmental Monitoring and Assessment Program.
Over 30 scientists conduct agricultural and ecological
studies.

For experimental purposes, the JER maintains
approximately 1,100 cattle (640 cows and 400 to 500
caves), 300 sheep (plus 300 to 400 lambs annually),
and a small number of horses. No livestock grazing
occurs in the San Andres National Wildlife Refuge
portion of the JER. Coyotes are the major predator.
The JER’s experimental predator control program
consists of electric fences, guard dogs, and bonding of
sheep to cattle. Fifty coyotes were removed in 1989
and none since then. Most of the land is managed for
livestock grazing, including 42,720 acres managed
jointly with White Sands Missile Range as a missile
test safety buffer zone. A total of 4 1,280 acres of the
JER in the San Andres is off-limits to livestock.
Unescorted public access and hunting are prohibited
(Anon. 1987a; K. Havstad, JER, pers. comm.).

The Potential Natural
Recolonization Areas

The following are potentially suitable areas for natural
recolonization by wolves that might disperse north
from Mexico: southeastern Arizona, southwestern
New Mexico (Fig. 3-7), and Big Bend National Park
in south Texas (Fig. 3-8). They are not proposed for
active releases of captive-raised wolves. These areas are
described here for the purpose of assessing speculétive,
long-term, impacts under Ale. D, the no action
alternative (see Chap. 2). No impacts will occur in
these areas under the other alternatives, unless reintro-
duced wolves were to disperse into these areas under
Alt. C, the full-endangered reintroduction approach.
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Southeastern Arizona Potential
Natural Recolonization Area

Coronado National Forest
South of Interstate 10

Geography

The potential natural recolonization area within
southeastern Arizona is that portion of the Coronado
NF south of Interstate Highway 10 together with
Coronado Nationa Monument, Chiricahua National
Memorial, and Fort Huachuca (see sections below on
the latter three areas). The area takes in parts of
Cochise, Santa Cruz, and Pima Counties.

The Coronado NF in this area consists of seven
separate blocks totalling 1,53 1 mi?, or 979,840 acres,
and comprises the Tumacacori (3 10 mi?), Santa Rita
(218 mi?), Huachuca (380 mi?), Whetstone (69 mi?),
Dragoon (81 mi?), and Chiricabua (445 mi*} Moun-
tains, and the Arizona portion of the southern
Peloncillo Mountains (28 mi?) (Girmendonk 1994b).
Landforms are typical of the Basin and Range physi-
ographic province, with isolated mountain ranges
rising above desert valleys. Elevations vary from
dightly under 4,000 feet in the interspersed desert
valleys to more than 9,000 feet at the crests of the
Santa Rita, Huachuca, and Chiricahua ranges (Allen
1993).

Climate

Climate varies with eevation, with mild winters and
hot summers at lower elevations and the opposite
extremes in the high mountains (Allen 1993). The
Atascosa and Patagonia Mountains average 19.2
inches of rain per year with extreme temperatures
ranging from -7°F to 114°F and averaging 62°F. The
Chiricahua Mountains receive 16.7 inches of rain
annualy and temperature extremes are -9°F to 112°F,
with an average of 60.8°F (Johnson et al. 1992).

Water

Severa thousand water sources have been devel oped
by the Forest Service and its permittees in this area
(Allen 1993). Based orly on sources registered for
livestock or wildlife use, the Arizona Game and Fish
Department determined that the Atascosa, Santa Rita,



Figure 3-7. Mexican wolf potential natural recolonization areas in southeastern Arizona and southwestern New Mexico.
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Figure 3-8. Mexican wolf potential natural recolonization area in Big Bend National Park.
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Huachuca, Whetstone, and Patagonia Mountains have
2,395 developed sources and the Chiricahua Moun-
tains have 1,576 developed sources. Four perennial
waters are present in the Chiricahuas, and 13 perennial
water sources are spread throughout the Atascosa/
Patagonia area (Johnson et al. 1992).

Vegetation

Because mountains in southeastern Arizona are
surrounded by desert vegetation, these isolated ranges
have developed unique plant and animal species.
Valley floors support desert shrub or semi-desert
grassand vegetation. Low elevation areas west of the
Whetstone Mountains exhibit flora characteristic of
the Sonoran desert, while low eevation areas to the
east are part of the Chihuahuan desert. The dominant
vegetation on the southern portion of the Coronado
NF is Madrean evergreen woodland. This community
includes live oaks, pifion, junipers, and a significant
cover of grasses and forbs. Density of these woodlands
varies with topographical aspect and fire history, and
the area is a mosaic of dense to sparse woodlands,
savannas, and grasslands. These woodlands are bor-
dered by pine and mixed conifer forests at higher
elevations and grasslands at the lower elevations (Allen
1993). The Atascosa and Patagonia Mountains
contain the greatest percentage of oak vegetation and
Madrean evergreen woodlands. The Dragoon and
Whetstone Mountains contain few forested areas
(Johnson et al. 1992). Riparian vegetation intergrades
from mesquite, willow, and hackberry within the
desert grassands through cottonwood, sycamore, ash,
and willow in the woodlands to willow and ader a
the upper devations (Allen 1993). The areas that
include conifer forests, Madrean evergreen woodlands,
and grasslands total 860 mi” in the Atascosa and
Patagonia Mountains and 790 mi* in the Chiricahua
Mountains (Parsons 1993).

Animals

History of Wolves.—In southeastern Arizona, Mexi-
can wolves historically were common in the Santa
Rita, Tumacacori, Atascosa, Patagonia, Chiricahua,
Huachuca, and Pinalefio Mountains, and the Canelo
Hills (Brown 1983). The area contained three histori-
ca wolf runways (paths regularly used by travelling
wolves) (Young and Goldman 1944). One originated
in Mexico and ran north through the Huachuca
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Mountains, west along the Canelo Hills near
Patagonia, and back south along the Patagonia Moun-
tains to the border. The second passed north through
Ruby along Bear Mountain, west through Altar
Valley, and into the Baboquivari Mountains. The
third went northwest from Mexico through the
Peloncillo Mountains and back into Mexico through
the Animas/San Luis Range (Johnson et al. 1992).

Trapping data from Arizona revealed the presence
of wolves throughout the region until 1950. In the
1920s and 1930s, about 40 wolves were taken by
government trappers and private ranchers in Santa
Cruz, Pima, and Cochise Counties. Approximately 30
more were trapped in the 1940s in the same area. A
few wolves were reportedly captured in 1949, but no
successful trapping occurred after that year (Brown
1983). Since 1983, 29 unconfirmed “wolf” observa-
tions have been reported in Cochise, Santa Cruz, and
Pima Counties, more than half of those reported
being lone animals. The greatest concentration of
these reports (14) occurred in Santa Cruz County
(Girmendonk 1994a). Intensive wolf howling surveys
in the area in 1995 found no evidence of wolves
(Whitaker et al. 1995).

Species of . Special Concern.-Federally endangered
wildlife include the Yaqui catfish, Yaqui chub, desert
pupfish, Gila topminnow, Yaqui topminnow, bald
eagle, peregrine falcon, thick-billed parrot, southwest-
ern willow flycatcher, and lesser long-nosed bat. The
federally threatened Sonora chub and Mexican spotted
owl aso occur here. Chihuahuan pronghorn are a
state-threatened species, occurring in the Atascosa and
Patagonia Mountain area and the Chiricahua Moun-
tain area (Johnson et al. 1992). Other species listed by
Arizona are the Sonora chub, Yaqui chub, Gila
topminnow, Yaqui topminnow, and California leaf-
nosed bat (L. Allen, Coronado NF, pers. comm.; D.
Groebner, AGFD, pers. comm.).

Designated critical habitat associated with the
federally threatened Sonora chub occurs in the
Coronado NF, which encompasses Sycamore and
Pefiaso Creeks, an unnamed tributary, Yank’s spring,
and a 25-foot wide riparian strip along each side of the
creeks. Activities that would deplete or change the
natural flow of these waters may be restricted. In
addition, excessive groundwater pumping, impound-
ment, or water diversion, mining, excessive sedi-
mentation, riparian destruction, release of pollutants,



and the introduction of exatic fish species also may
adversely impact the Sonora chub’s critical habitat.

Potential Wild Prey of Wolves.-Prey species present
include white-tailed deer, mule deer, javelina, and
Chihuahuan pronghorn (Allen 1993). In southeastern
Arizona white-tailed deer are associated with Madrean
evergreen woodlands, while mule deer inhabit chapar-
ral, semi-desert grasslands, and desert shrub communi-
ties (Johnson et a. 1992). In the Coronado NF south
of Interstate 10 white-tailed deer are estimated at
1,640, mule deer at 2,700, javelina at 3,177, and
transplanted Chihuahuan pronghorn at 500 animals
(Table 3-1 8). In addition, about 100 North American
pronghorn inhabit the Lochiel Valey. No ek or
Rocky Mountain or desert bighorn sheep are found in
southeastern Arizona south of Interstate-l O
(Girmendonk 1994b), athough the New Mexico
Game and Fish Department recently relocated desert
bighorns to the New Mexico side of the Peloncillos
(L. Allen, Coronado NF, pers. comm.). Southeastern
Arizona deer are increasing since a low in 1989,
although fawn and buck survival remain relatively low.
The Dragoon Mountains have had good mule deer
fawn survival recently, while the Whetstone and
Chiricahua Mountains have had the poorest mule deer
fawn survival. Javelina populations are increasing. The
pronghorn fawn and overall survival rates are increas-
ing (AGFD 1994a).

Ungulate density in the Atascosa/Patagonia
Mountains area is 8.5 per mi?, with about 69% deer
and 30% javelina (Girmendonk 1994b). The
Chiricahua Mountains maintain an ungulate density
of 3.2 per mi?, with 73% deer and 25% javelina
(Parsons 1993). Descriptions of habitat characteristics
of the various prey are found in the previous section
in this chapter on the BRWRA, with the additional
observation that in southeastern Arizona, javelina
usualy occur a 2,000-6,500 feet near bajadas and
canyon mouths, rarely going above the oak forests
(Hoffmeister 1986).

Small prey species include jackrabbits, cottontails,
skunk<, coatimundis, porcupines, various tree and
ground squirrels, chipmunks, rats, voles, and other
small mammals (Hoffmeister 1986).

Hunting.-White-talled and mule deer, javedina, black
bear, lion, and pronghorn hunting are permitted in
the Coronado NF south of I-10. For 1991-1992, the
average annual deer, javelina and pronghorn taken
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were 7,612 (24.0% hunter success), 1,206 (23.3%
hunter success), and 6 (50.0% hunter success),
respectively. Buck:doe:fawn deer ratios vary among the
different units, although does consistently outnumber
bucks and fawns, and fawns outnumber bucks
(Girmendonk 1994b). Hunting seasons are compa-
rable, but with some differences, to those for the
Arizona side of the BRWRA, described above. Small
game hunting is more common.

Existing Livestock Predators.—Coyotes and moun-
tain lions are the primary livestock predators in the
area. Coyote, black bear, mountain lion, and bobcat
numbers are depicted in Table 3- 19. No federa
predator control actions were carried out on this part
of the Coronado NF during fiscal year 1993. The
ADC can respond to requests from livestock permit-
tees when needed; however, because of a lack of
funding agreements, work in Santa Cruz and Pima
counties has been limited since 1989, and no federal
control actions in the Atascosas, Santa Ritas,
Patagonias, or Canelo Hills has occurred since 199 1
(Phillips 1993). Grazing permittees are alowed to
take depredating animals under state regulation.

ADC has two full-time employees stationed in
Cochise County. ADC has agreements with 39
ranches, which graze 398,789 acres of private lands,
and with Fort Huachuca, covering another 12 1,304
acres. Livestock losses in the area are low. Between
October 1992 and August 1993, a total of four adult
cattle, eight calves, 25 lambs, two ostriches and four
chickens were verified killed by predators. Control
tools used include leghold traps, call and shoot, and
foot snares (Phillips 1993).

Land Ownership and Management

The Forest Service administers the Coronado NE
Management emphasizes grazing, forest products, and
recreation. The National Forest is surrounded by State
of Arizona, BLM, and private lands, including ap-
proximately 75,000 acres of private inholdings (about
4% of the land area) (L. Allen, Coronado NF, pers.
comm.).

Wilderness areas include Miller Peak Wilderness in
the Huachuca Mountains, Pgjarito Wilderness in the
Pgjarito Mountains, Mount Wrightson Wilderness in
the Santa Rita Mountains, and Chiricahua Wilderness
(totalling 87,150 acres). The Bunk Robinson Wilder-
ness Study Area is in the Peloncillos. The private San
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Table 3- 18. Number and density (animals/mi?) of potential wild prey of wolves in Coronado National

Forest south of Interstate 10.

Note: Dcnsities arc’ not available for white-railed deer or pronghorn.

White-tailed
Deer

Mule Deer

Javelina Pronghorn

Tumacacori >200
Mountains

(310 mi?)

992 (3.2)

Santa Rita >260
Mountains

(218 mi?)

153 (0.7)

Huachuca >360
Mountains

(380 mi?)

114 (0.3)

Whetstone >200
Mountains

(69 mi?)

200 (2.9)

Dragoon >20
Mountains

(81 mi?)

203 (2.5)

Chiricahua >400
Mountains

(445 mi2)

979 (2.2)

AZ Peloncillo >200
Mountains

(28 mi?)

64 (2.3)

*

1,054 (3.4) -

414 (1.9)

<100

684 (1.8)

>100

97 (1.4)

65 (0.8)

>150

801 (1.8)

62 (2.2) >150

“T'his population is the result of recent transplants of Chihuahuan pronghorn. Information on population numbers is not

yet available.

SOURCE: Girmendonk (1994b).

Rafael de la Zanja land grant, primarily comprised of
one large ranch, lies on the U.S.-Mexican border
surrounded by the Huachuca and Patagonia Moun-
tains and the Canelo Hills.

Agency and Local
Government Plans and Policies

The Coronado NF operates under its 1986 Forest
Plan, as amended each year. This plan identifies mgjor
issues facing the National Forest, including: 1) inabil-
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ity to meet growing outdoor recreation demands, 2)
appropriateness of predator control; 3) identification
of critica wildlife habitat; 4) necessity to exclude
mining in some sensitive areas; and 5) restricting
public access in some areas. Specific goals of the
Coronado NF include providing for ecosystem
diversity “by at least maintaining viable populations of
... wildlife, fish and plant species through improved
habitat management”; meeting the goals of the
Endangered Species Act; and restoring rangeland to at
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Table 3-19. Predator population estimates and densities (animals/mi?) in Arizona Game and Fish Depart-
ment management units corresponding to Coronado National Forest south of Interstate 10.

Coyote Black Bear Mountain Lion

Tumacacori 550 o-1 21-47
Mountains (1.0 (0-0.002) (0.04-0.08)
Santa Rita 700 22-56 21-52
Mountains (1.0) (0.03-0.08) (0.03-0.08)
Huachuca 1,000 [-5 26-68
Mountains (1.0) (0-0.002) (0.03-0.08)
Whetstone 500 0 12-33
Mountains (1.0) (0) (0.02-0.07)
Dragoon 1,400 -3 246 1
Mountains (1.0 (0.001-0.002) (0.02-0.04)
Chiricabua and 2,700 81-204 60-123
AZ Peloncillos (1.0) (0.02-0.05) (0.01-0.03)
SOURCE: AGFD (1994b).

least a moderately high ecological condition (SW Forestry

Region USFS 1992b).
Land Development

Subdivision of private holdings adjacent to and in
between the National Forest units in southeastern
Arizona is on the rise. This trend should continue in
the foreseeable future. Inholdings tend to be concen-
trated along stream courses and valleys and have the
potential for fragmenting wildlife habitat (L. Allen,
Coronado NE pers. comm.). Approximately 95 miles
of trails are in need of construction or reconstruction
in the Nogales, Sierra Vista, and Douglas Ranger
Districts (SW Region USFS 1986¢).

Livestock Grazing

Approximately 37,400 cattle (cows and calves) are
permitted to graze the Coronado NF south of Inter-
state 10. There are 130 allotments, averaging 288
cattle per alotment. Roughly 70% of the cattle are on
year-round allotments, while the rest are on the range
in winter only. Almost all calves in this area are born
on the range. About 50% of the area is grazed (Allen
1993).

No commercia timber harvest is planned for the
Coronado NF south of Interstate 10. Fuelwood
harvest for persona use is permitted on three ranger
districts. About 900,000 board feet is the anticipated
annua harvest. The Forest Service manages the harvest
for wildlife habitat improvement, watershed restora-
tion, and range forage improvement. About 1,000
acres per year will be impacted and no new road
construction for this purpose is anticipated (Allen
1993).

Mining and Other Natural
Resource Extraction

No mines are active in the area. However, copper
deposits have been located in the Santa Ritas and
Patagonias and may be mined if markets improve (L.
Allen, Coronado NF, pers. comm.).

Public Access and Recreation

The densities of roads in the rura areas in the Atas-
cosa-Patagonia Mountains region and the Chiricahua
Mountains are 0.10 and 0.24 miles/mi?, respectively
(Parsons 1993). The Huachuca Mountains are the
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most heavily roaded region. Private inholdings that
have been developed as subdivisions of larger blocks of
land pose barriers to public access in some cases. The
Forest Service is negotiating rights of way to some
parts of the National Forest in southeastern Arizona
(L. Allen, Coronado NF, pers. comm.).

Outdoor recreation is the fastest growing use. The
Forest Service constructs and upgrades campgrounds
and other recreational facilities to meet demand.
Primary recreation uses are dispersed activities such as
hiking, backcountry camping, hunting, fishing,
birdwatching, and pleasure driving. Developed
recreation areas include 19 campgrounds and three
picnic areas. Many of these facilities have boat ramps,
fishing docks, trail heads, nature trails, interpretive
talks, and other attractions. The Coronado NF has
two developed fishing lakes, Parker Canyon Lake in
the Sierra Vista Ranger District and Pefia Blanca Lake
in the Nogales Ranger District.

Estimated use of the area in 1992 was 921,580
RVDs, including 369,900 RVDs for camping, 61,860
RVD:s for hunting, 229,200 RVDs for hiking and
horseback riding, 26,400 RVDs for fishing, and
234,220 RVDs for studying nature. These uses can be
expected to grow at a moderate rate for the foreseeable
future (Allen 1993). The Coronado NF permits 35
guides and outfitters (Coronado NF 1994). These are
largely for hunting, but include some guiding for
hiking, climbing, jeep tours, horseback rides, and
other uses.

Regional Economy,
Employment and Population

The portions of southeastern Arizona within the
potentia natural recolonization area depend economi-
caly on the military (Fort Huachuca employs 3,570
people, see separate section below on the Fort),
ranching, and tourism/recreation. The metropolitan
area of Nogales (population 19,850) is an important
border crossing and warehousing area for trade with
Mexico, lying between the Atascosa and Patagonia
Mountains.

Some residential development north of Nogales
extends into the Atascosas. Nevertheless, little or no
residential developments occur within likely wolf
habitat in the area. The area between Nogales and
Patagonia is developing rapidly, particularly in subdi-
visions for vacation and retirement homes (see section
on land development). Table 3-20 provides socioeco-
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nomic data for the region. Median household incomes
are highest in Santa Cruz County and in the Fort
Huachuca/Sierra Vista area and lowest in the rural
agricultural areas of southwestern and eastern Cochise
County.

Coronado National Memorial

Coronado National Memorial, established in 1952 to
commemorate the first organized European explora-
tion of the Southwest and administered by the
National Park Service, is located in Cochise County.
Encompassing 4,800 acres, it lies at the southern end
of the Huachucas. Elevations range from about 4,900
feet at the entrance to 7,676 feet at Montezuma Peak.
Several springs and livestock watering tanks occur in
the memorial (Anon. 1993; W. Smith, Coronado
Natl. Mem., pers. comm.).

Vegetation communities range from desert grass-
lands at lower elevations to oak and oak-pifion
woodlands at higher elevations. Two unconfirmed
“wolf” sightings were reported near the Memoria in
199 1 (Girmendonk 1994a). Wildlife of special
concern include occasional unconfirmed reports of
jaguarundis and ocelots. The federaly endangered
lesser long-nosed bat also occurs. White-tailed deer
and javelina are plentiful throughout the Memorial,
but mule deer are uncommon. Coatimundis, ringtails,
bobcats, and coyotes are residents. Hunting is prohib-
ited.

There are five miles of paved or graded roads and
six miles of trails. In1992, 71,29 1 visitors came.
Recreational opportunities include sightseeing,
birdwatching, hiking, picnicking, and spelunking.
Camping is prohibited. There are four memorial-
owned residences and three private residences. One
grazing alotment is active, with 54 cattle permitted
(Anon. 1993; W. Smith, Coronado Natl. Mem., pers.
comm.).

Chiricahua National Monument

Chiricahua National Monument is located in Cochise
County at the northern end of the Chiricahuas The
southern boundary of the 12,900-acre Monument
adjoins the Coronado NF and private livestock
ranches. Administered by the National Park Service,
the Monument was established to protect unique
natural formations called “the Pinnacles’ (columns and
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Table 3-20. Summary of regional U.S. Census data for southeastern Arizona potential natural

recolonization area.’

Total population 26,519
Population density 8.3/mi’
Number in labor force 12,148
Percent of civilian labor force unemployed 8.0%
Percent of civilian labor force employed in agriculture,

forestry or fisheries 8.0%
Median household income 622,008
Percent of population below poverty level 18.3%

Region covered by census tracts does not correspond exactly withrecovery area boundaries; generally, census traces

include some adjacent rurar arcas around the recovery areas.

SOURCES:
County census tracts 9960 and 9961.

spires created from differential erosion of volcanic
rock). Elevations vary from approximately 4,800 to
7,400 feet (Anon. 1987b).

The Monument’'s two canyon drainages contain
ephemeral water, and five permanent springs occur.
Pine-oak woodland is the characteristic vegetation
community, interspersed with desert and riparian
vegetation. No recent reports of wolf sightings have
come from here. The federaly endangered American
peregrine falcon and federally threatened Mexican
spotted owl occasionally have been sighted. A popula-
tion of at least 24 Coues white-tailed deer live in the
Monument and desert mule deer occur occasionally.
Javelina and coatimundi are common. The Apache fox
squirrel is endemic to the area. Coyotes are uncom-
mon. At least one mountain lion and four bobcats
inhabit the area (S. Clark, Chiricahua NM, pers.
comm.).

There are eleven miles of roads. Visitation reached
about 78,000 RVDs in 1990. Uses include scenic
viewing, hiking, birdwatching, picnicking, and camp-
ing. Management is directed toward identifying,
protecting, and perpetuating the Pinnacles and the
Monument’s natural values. The Monument contains
11,120 acres of designated wilderness. No hunting or
grazing is alowed. One 2.4-acre parce of land in the
northeastern corner is the only inholding and is part

1990 U.S. Census for Cochise County census tracts 5, 14, and 21 and Santa Cruz

of a patented mining claim. Expansion of mining
operations is not anticipated (Anon. 1987b).

Fort Huachuca

U.S. Army Garrison Fort Huachuca encompasses

12 1,300 acres, mostly in Cochise County. The south
and west sides of the fort border the Coronado NF
(Fig. 3-7). Elevations range from 4,000 to 8,4 10 feet.
The terrain varies greatly from flat grasslands and
desert scrub to steep, rugged mountains. About
26,000 acres is mountainous. Sedimentary rocks
underlie the mgjor canyons, and limestone forms the
major conduits for springs. The average temperature is
72°F. Average annual rainfall ranges from nine inches
a lower elevations to aimost 24 inches at higher
elevations. At least 35 acres ofartificia ponds and four
to five miles of natura streams constitute the fort’s
perennial water sources. In addition, about 80 water
catchments and wildlife watering troughs are found
around the fort, as well as several ephemeral ponds,
springs, and seeps.

Five overlapping habitat types are represented.
Lower elevation vegetation consists of desert grass-
land. Above 5,000 feet elevation are oak-pine, pifion-
juniper and mixed conifer woodlands. Riparian
habitat comprises the smallest acreage.



No recent wolf reports have come from the fort;
however, several unconfirmed reports originated
around Parker Canyon Lake south of the fort and
along its south-southwest border. The federally
endangered American peregrine falcon and lesser long-
nosed bat, and the federally threatened Mexican
spotted owl occur here. Potentia wild prey of wolves
include 1,100 to 1,500 Coues white-tailed deer and
200 to 300 desert mule deer. Javelina number 200 to
300. A population of 30 to 40 North American
pronghorn live on the fort, originating from a herd
introduced from Wyoming. An additional herd of 10
to 11 Chihuahuan pronghorn reside on the fort from
a population translocated from Texas in 1987. The
indigenous Gould's turkey has been re-established and
numbers 50 to 100.

Hunting is open to military personnel, civil
service employees of the fort, and dependents. Be-
tween 1987 and 1993, an annua average of about
200 white-tailed deer, 15 mule deer, 20 javelina, and
four North American pronghorn were harvested.
Every year, 20 to 25 coyotes are taken by hunters to
reduce the threat to Chihuahuan pronghorn fawn
recruitment or trapped by the ADC. Six to eight
mountain lions and a similar number of black bears
range on the fort. Lion hunting is open year-round
under state regulations, and one lion is harvested
about every three years. One spring bear tag is issued
annually, but no bear harvest has occurred in recent
years.

The fort contains 73,3 15 acres that are committed
to a natural resource management program. Cattle and
sheep grazing are prohibited. A horse stabling and
rental program on the fort maintains about 50 to 60
horses, a significant reduction in recent years. Mining
activity has ceased. Over 50 miles of roads are open to
the public. A minimum of 15,000 people visit
annually, including 6,000 to 8,000 bird watchers.
Visitors can fish, bird watch, hike, picnic, camp, and
ride horses. Limited recreational vehicle camping and
off-road vehicle recreation also are available. Approxi-
mately 45 miles of trails provide public access to
24,450 acres of forested areas in the Huachuca Moun-
tams.

The fort population is growing and has reached
over 15,500, including approximately 7,000 military
personnel. No mechanized military activities occur in
the mountainous areas (Anon. 1989).
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Southwestern New Mexico
Potential Natural
Recolonization Area

Geography

Southern Hidalgo County, known as New Mexico's
“boothed,” is located in extreme southwestern New
Mexico south of State Road 9 (Fig. 3-7, above). The
bootheel, covering approximately 1,432,044 acres
(2,238 mi?), is bordered on the west by Arizona, on
the south and east by the Mexican State of Chihua-
hua, and on the southwestern corner by the Mexican
State of Sonora. The Pdoncillo Mountains portion of
the Coronado NF (65,360 acres on the New Mexico
side) straddles the ArizonaNew Mexico border. The
majority of federal public lands (488,420 acres, or
34.1%) are located in the eastern part of the boothed,
although substantial federal acreage is located aong
the Peloncillo and Animas Mountain ranges as well.
State of New Mexico lands (187,120 acres, or 13.1%)
are interspersed among the federa lands, with the
largest holdings in the Big Hatchet Mountains (Big
Hatchet State Wildlife Refuge) and along the eastern
dope of the Animas Mountains. Private lands

(69 1,140 acres, or 48.3%) are scattered throughout
the area, but are concentrated along the Playas and
lower Animas Valleys and in the southern quarter of
the boothed!.

The area is within the Basin and Range physi-
ographic province. Landforms include rugged, north-
south oriented mountains, broad basins and volcanic
uplifts (USBLM 1991). The Peloncillo, Animas,
Alamo Hueco, Little Hatchet, and Big Hatchet
Mountains are found here, separated by the Animas,
Playas, and Hachita Valleys. Elevations range from
4,100 to over 8,500 feet.

Climate

The climate is arid to semi-arid and is characterized by
mild winters and warm to hot summers. The average
low temperature is 26°F in January and the average
high is 95°F in July. Annual precipitation averages
eight to ten inches below 6,000 feet elevation and 14
to 16 inches at higher elevations (USBLM 1991).



Water

Few perennial surface water sources occur in the
bootheel. Playas Lake, located in the Playas Valley, is a
shallow basin that occasionally contains water.
Cloverdale Creek, which originates in the Coronado
NF, flows over most of the year. The Animas, Deer,
and Double Adobe Creeks flow only during periods
of heavy rainfall. Stock tanks are plentiful, but few
natural cienegas or springs occur here (C. Siepd,
Hidalgo County Agric. Extension Office, pers.
comm.).

Vegetation

The bootheel historically was dominated by semi-
desert grasslands. In response to increased livestock
production, the dominant vegetation generally has

decraded from cemi aet mennal e Aacace o

Gegraaea rrom auui-’(‘fi“au VBT wderds to desert ahl’ﬁb.
The Animas Valley in the southwestern part of the
bootheel is an exception, hosting extensive grassands
characterized by tobosa and black grama, and a
44,000-acre prairie of blue grama and buffalograss.
Nearly 55% of the privately-owned, 321,700-acre
Gray Ranch (in the Animas Mountains ared) is
grasslands. The Animas, Peloncillo, and Alamo Hueco
Mountains contain extensive juniper-oak vegetation
between 5,500 and 8,000 feet elevation. The major
drainages support sycamore and cottonwood forests.
Big Hatchet State Wildlife Refuge contains primarily
desert shrub habitat with pifion-juniper communities
interspersed (USBLM 199 1; Brown 1990).

Animals

History of Wolves

Historically, Hidalgo County was a Mexican wolf
stronghold. Wolves were most common in the
Animas Mountains. They dispersed mainly from
Mexico into New Mexico along the mountain ranges
in the bootheel. By the 1930s, the Animas and
Peloncillo Mountains were the last places in New
Mexico to which wolves dispersed from Mexico.
Intensive federal eradication efforts began around
19 16. Wolves were systematically trapped, poisoned,
and shot as they crossed the border. By the time
trappers were employing Compound 1080 and M-44s
in the 1950s, the number of wolves was waning. Only
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two were trapped in New Mexico in 1950, both in
Hidalgo County. Single or no wolves were taken in
the county each subsequent year until 1970, when the
carcass of the last wild wolf confirmed in New Mexico
was discovered in the Peloncillos (Brown 1983). Since
1983, nine “wolf” sightings have been reported in the
area, athough none have been confirmed. However,
the most reliable-appearing report in the last ten years
in the Southwest came from this area in 1989 (Wolok
1994). Intensive wolf howling surveys in the area in
1995 found no evidence of wolves (Whitaker et al.
1995).

Species of Special Concern

Federaly endangered species in southern Hidalgo
County include the northern aplomado falcon,
peregrine falcon, lesser long-nosed bat, and Mexican
long-nosed bat. The New Mexico ridgenose rattle-
snake and Mexican spotted owl are federally threat-
ened species occurring in the bootheel. New Mexico
state-endangered desert bighorn sheep, white-sided
jackrabbits, southern pocket gophers, Gould's wild
turkeys, and severa other species also occur (NMNHP
1993).

Potential Wild Prey of Wolves

Potential prey of Mexican wolves are Coues white-
tailed deer, mule deer, javelina, bighorn sheep, jackrab-
bits, and feral hogs. Fewer than 1,000 Coues white-
tailed deer inhabit southern Hidalgo County. This
subspecies lives in scattered, small populations a mid
to high elevations in oak and oak-pifion woodlands
(D. Weywright, NMDGF, pers. comm.). Mule deer in
southern Hidalgo County number approximately
10,140 and reside in al mountain ranges in the area.
Population trends from 1988 through 1992 have
been stable (Gonzales 1993).

An estimated 500 Chihuahuan pronghorn inhabit
the grasslands between the Peloncillo, Animas, Alamo
Hueco, and Hatchet Mountains, but populations
declined from 1988 through 1992. Javelina number
about 3,000, primarily in the low grassand and desert
scrub communities, and declined from 1988 through
1992. Desert bighorn sheep total 140 individuals.
Over five years, the bighorn sheep populations in the
Big Hatchet and Peloncillo Mountains were stable and
rising, respectively, and the Alamo Hueco Mountain
herd was stable from 1988 to 1992 (Hubbard 1994).



Feral hogs total approximately 800. Approximately 50
introduced bison occasionally roam from Mexico
onto private ranch lands near the international border.

Hunting

Coues white-tailed deer, mule deer, javelina, and
pronghorn are hunted in Hidalgo County. Hunters
harvested an average of 297 deer, 67 javeling, and 23
pronghorn per year from 1988 through 1992.
Unregulated ferad hog hunting occurs. Public hunting
on the large (iray Ranch is prohibited, athough the
adjacent Coronado NF permits hunting. No season
has been established for desert bighorn sheep, oryx, or
mountain lions because of their low numbers.

Big game hunting seasons primarily are between
fal and mid-winter. Two archery deer seasons are
scheduled in September and January, during which
hunters can take one fork-antlered deer. One muzzle-
loader deer season occurs in September, when one
fork-antlered deer can be harvested. No muzzle-loader
seasons are scheduled for other big game. Three rifle
deer seasons usually are scheduled in early November,
which allow one fork-antlered deer to be killed. One
limited entry javelina hunt is scheduled in February.
One limited entry mature buck pronghorn season
usualy s scheduled for two days in late October
(Gonzales 1993).

Existing Livestock Predators

Coyotes and bobcats are common. Roughly 45
breeding adult mountain lions (0.03/mi?) are found in
southern Hidalgo County (K. Logan, Hornocker
Wildlife Research Inst., pers. comm.). Coyotes and
mountain lions are the magjor targets for anima
damage control. The New Mexico ADC office has
agreements with 22 ranches, covering 566,940 acres of
private, 11,460 acres of State, and 122,250 acres of
BLM lands. In 1992, ADC verified 32 calves killed by
coyotes and five calves killed by mountain lions;
however, the number of livestock losses verified by
ADC is only a fraction of the reported losses (Phillips
1993). Also in 1992, ADC killed 231 coyotes (U.S.
Department of Agriculture 1992). No mountain lions
were taken by ADC in Hidago County in 1993 or
1994 (A. May, NM ADC, pers. comm.). State
regulations aso alow private livestock operators and
federal grazing permittees to take depredating
predators.
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In the bootheel, ADC has employed M-44s, aerial
hunting, leghold traps, and calling and shooting
(Phillips 1993). However, ADC has agreed to cease
using M-44s, neck snares, and traps (larger than
number 2) south of State Route 9 to reduce the
likelihood of harming any potential naturally-recolo-
nizing Mexican wolves (Fowler-Propst 1993). Private
livestock operators are till permitted by the state to
use these devices on their land.

Land Ownership
and Management

Southern Hidalgo County contains mostly private
land, consisting of about 15 large ranches. The next
largest ownership is federal, mostly BLM. The BLM
manages three wilderness study aress, the Big Hatchet
Mountains, Alamo Hueco Mountains and Cowboy
Springs Wilderness Study Areas. Habitat Management
Plans (HMPs) have been established on BLM lands
for two areas. Under the Big Hatchet/Alamo Hueco
and Peloncillo HMPs, priority wildlife are bighorn
sheep and deer and management focuses on prescribed
burning and fence modification. The BLM’s wildlife
habitat management goas for the bootheel include
maintaining ungulate populations and reaching
desired vegetation goals through proper grazing
practices, including eliminating grazing on 8,026
acres, and through land treatments such as fire and
chemicals (USBLM 199 1).

Agency and Local Government
Plans and Policies, and
Land Development

Hidalgo County passed an ordinance in 1992 related
to wolves, which prohibits the release of non-resident
canids (Hidalgo County Ord. No. 92-1). The county
operates under a land use plan. None of its provisions
relate directly to possible natural wolf recolonization.
In addition, Hidago County has a Comprehensive
Plan for Development that encourages economic and
mineral development as well as growth in recreationa
opportunities and preservation of natural resources
such as wildlife.

The BLM’s Mimbres Resource Management Plan
encompasses all of the bootheel as well as federal
public lands in the rest of Hidago County and in
Dofia Ana, Luna, and Grant Counties. The Plan’'s



primary vegetation management goals are to provide
for livestock, wildlife, watershed, aesthetic, and
biodiversity values (USBLM 1991).

The Animas Foundation, which owns the
32 1,700-acre Gray Ranch, provided conservation
easements to the former owner, The Nature Conser-
vancy, designed to keep the important natura
communities intact. However, the ranch has no
numeric livestock stocking limits placed upon it under
the land purchase agreement (B. Brown, The Nature
Conservancy, pers. comm.).

Ranching will continue to be the dominant land
use south of State Route 9 (C. Siepel, Hidalgo. Co.
Agric. Ext. Office, pers. comm.). No maor types of
new development activities are foreseen.

Livestock Grazing

In 1992, approximately 23,500 cattle and 50 sheep
grazed in southern Hidalgo County (USDA 1992, C.
Siepel, Hidalgo. Co. Agric. Ext. Office, pers. comm.).
Most grazing areas are used year-round. Cash receipts
from livestock in this area totalled about $11,800,000
in 199 1 (Hidalgo Co. Agric. Ext. Office 1993).

Mining and Other Natural
Resource Extraction

While some historic mining areas exist, there is little
current activity. Phelps Dodge Corporation owns and
operates a large copper smelter in the Playas Valley.
Copper is mined elsewhere and shipped to the smelter.
The company also owns the rights to copper deposits
in the Little Hatchet Mountains (C. Siepel, Hidalgo
Co. Agric. Ext. Office, pers. comm.). A guano mining
operation and paleontological excavations are
conducted in U-Bar Cave in the Alamo Hueco
Mountains. The intermountain basins hold some
undeveloped oil and gas potential.

Public Access and Recreation

Very sparse public transportation routes extend
through southern Hidalgo County. Antelope Wells is
the only international border crossing to Mexico, but
it is closed to commercial traffic. The Coronado NF,
the only large area accessible to the public, provides a
wide range of recreational opportunities. These
include hunting, hiking, camping, picnicking, rock
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hounding, fishing, birdwatching, and vehicle recre-
ation. The BLM has designated no specia recreation
areas in the bootheel; emphasis on BLM lands is
placed on dispersed recreation (USBLM 1991). No
major guiding, outfitting, or other recreational
establishments are based in the area and no significant
tourist facilities exist.

Regional Economy,
Employment and Population

The regiona economy is dominated by the Phelps
Dodge copper smelter (535 employees) and by
ranching. Small areas of crop farming occur, mostly
near Animas. The most important crops are chile and
cotton. Median household incomes are high in
southern Hidalgo County because of the severa
hundred residents of Playas with relatively well-paying
jobs at the copper smelter and because of the relatively
prosperous large-holding ranchers. Unemployment
and poverty are low (Table 3-2 1).

The scattered small communities in the area
include Rodeo and Hachita (each of approximately
150 people), Animas (population 250), Playas
(population 850), and Cotton City (population 150).
Slow population growth is projected for the county as
a whole through the year 2000 (Bur. of Bus. and
Econ. Res. 1991).

Big Bend National Park
Potential Natural
Recolonization Area

Geography

Big Bend Nationa Park covers 80 1,160 acresin
southwest Texas. The park is on the northern side of
the Rio Grande and makes up the southern third of
Brewster County (Fig. 3-8). Surrounding tracts of
land are primarily cattle ranches. Big Bend Ranch
State Natural Area, a 265,000-acre tract owned by the
state of Texas, is located 30 miles west of the park
along the western upswing of the Rio Grande. East of
the park is the Black Gap Wildlife Management Area,
a99,920-acre tract owned by Texas and used primarily
for recreational hunting. The park lies within the
northern extension of the Chihuahuan desert into the
United States. The magjority of the park consists of an
arid to semi-arid basin plain interspersed with uplifts
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Table 3-21. Summary of regional U.S. Census data for southwestern New Mexico potential natural

recolonization area.’

Total population
Population density
Number in labor force

Percent of civilian labor force unemployed

1,291
0.7/mi’
675
3.6%

Percent of civilian labor force employed in agriculture,

forestry or fisheries
Median household income

Percent of population below poverty level

14.5%

$38,015

3.1%

1Reg]on covered by the census tract analyzed corresponds exactly with the potential natural recolonization area in this case.

SOURCE: 1990 U.S. Census for Hidalgo County census tract 9883.

of primarily igneous formations (Waid 1990). Eleva-
tions vary from 1,880 feet aong the Rio Grande to
7,822 feet at Emory Peak in the Chisos Mountains.
At the center of the park, the Chisos Mountains form
a circle of peaks approximately three miles across.

Climate

The area has hot summers and mild winters. Tempera-
tures in the Chisos Mountains are about 15°F cooler
than the surrounding basin during the summer and
often dip below freezing in the winter (Waid 1990).
Rainfall occurs primarily from May through October
and the annua average ranges from 11 inches or less in
the arid areas to 16 inches in the Chisos Mountains
(Leopold 1984).

Water

Over 300 water sources occur in the park. The Rio
Grande is the predominant surface water feature.
Terlingua Creek is a perennial stream recharged by
groundwater north of the park that empties into the
Rio Grande at Santa Elena Canyon. Other permanent
water sources include wells, stock tanks, watering
holes, and approximately 100 springs, which are
largely in or near the Chisos Mountains. Creeks,
streams, seeps, tinahas (pools in shallow rock depres-
sions that collect rainwater), and approximately 100
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springs represent the ephemeral water sources (NPS et
al. 1992; R. Skiles, BBNP, pers. comm.).

Vegetation

The park’s only woodland communities occur in the
Chisos Mountains above 3,700 feet elevation and
comprise less than 3% of the total land base (Waid
1990). At the higher elevations, emory and gray oak,
three species of juniper, and pifion dominate
(Krausman 1976). Between and sometimes overlap-
ping with the pinon-oak-juniper formation and the
lower grasslands are the deciduous woodlands, in
which black walnut, Texas madrone, and apacheplume
are common. Extensive sotol grassand communities
(about 49% of the total park area) surround the
Chisos basin, with grasses and lechuguilla predominat-
ing. Beyond the sotol grassands and comprising
another 49% of the park’s land base are desert scrub
communities, with creosotebush, prickly pear, and
Torrey yucca being common residents (Plumb 1987).

Animals
History of Wolves
Historically, Mexican wolves probably were common

in the Big Bend region of Texas (Bailey 1905). Aggres-
sive predator control programs, begun in the late



1800s and supported by local, state, and federal
agencies, effectively eliminated packs from the area by
194 5. Lone wolves occasionally were seen and some-
times killed by ranchers or hunters until 1970, when
two were killed (Brown 1983). Since 1983, occasional
reports of “wolves’ within park boundaries have
occurred; al these are unconfirmed (Wolok 1994).

Species of Special Concern

Federally endangered wildlife includes the Big Bend
gambusia, peregrine falcon, southwestern willow
flycatcher, black-capped vireo, and Mexican long-
nosed bat (NPS 1992). Ocelots are federally endan-
gered and extremely rare in the park (BBNP 1992).
Two reports of ocelots have been made in the last 15
years. Jaguarundis are federally endangered and aso
extremely rare (BBNHA 1989), with ten being
reported in the last eight years. Several other species
are listed as threatened or endangered by Texas,
including the spotted bat, coatimundi, jaguar and
black bear (Texas Dep’t of Parks and Wildlife 1994;
BBNP 1992).

Potential Wild Prey of Wolves

The parks large herbivores include Sierra del Carmen
white-tailed deer, desert mule deer, javeina, and
pronghorn. Desert bighorn sheep were extirpated
before the establishment of the park.

Mule deer are common below 4,920 feet eevation
in the Chisos Mountain foothills, the surrounding
grassands, and the arid shrub communities. Overlap
with white-tailed deer occurs in the Chisos foothills
between 3,940 and 4,760 feet elevation (Waid 1990).
An egtimated 1,000 mule deer inhabit the park.
White-tailed deer are abundant in the Chisos Moun-
tains primarily above 4,500 feet elevation, athough
population estimates are not available. They are found
exclusively in woodlands.

Javelina are common in al habitats from the Rio
Grande floodplain to the Chisos Mountains, athough
population estimates are not available. Javelina are
commonly found in dense vegetation during the
hotter seasons and in the arid lowlands from Novem-
ber through February (Bissonette 1982). One prong-
hornherdof 18 idi d salepesents the entire park
population. They occur in the northern and north-
eastern desert areas at about 2,500 feet elevation
(BBNHA 1989).
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Black-tailed jackrabbits and desert cottontails are
common residents found in the sotol grassands and
scrub desert regions. Eastern cottontails are seen only
occasionally and occur above 4,700 feet elevation
(BBNHA 1989).

Existing Livestock Predators

Coyotes are common, though rarely occurring above
5,000 feet (BBNHA 1989). Mountain lions are
uncommon, occurring mostly in the Chisos Moun-
tains where prey concentrations are highest. Black
bears, considered an endangered species by Texas, are
making a comeback in the park, with a current esti-
mate of 12 bears, all in the high Chisos Mountains
(BBNDP 1992; R. Skiles, BBNP, pers. comm.). The
park is developing a black bear emergency manage-
ment plan. Bobcats are uncommon (BBNHA 1989).
They may occur throughout the park, but are densest
in the Chisos Mountains (R. Skiles, BBND, pers.
comm.).

Hunting, livestock grazing, and predator control
are prohibited. Poaching of mule deer has been
reported occasionaly in the northwestern section of
the park near private ranching properties (R. Skiles,
BBNP, pers. comm.).

Land Ownership and Management,
and Agency Policies

The park, established in 1935, is managed by the
National Park Service for recreation and the conserva-
tion of scenic, natural, wildlife, and historical re-
sources. It is designated as an International Biosphere
Reserve in recognition of its biological, research, and
environmental monitoring potential (NPS 1992).

Ranch access roads are permitted in the northern
and western parts through written contracts. No
wilderness areas have been designated, athough
560,900 acres are under consideration by Congress.
Until a decision is made the park administration
manages the proposed areas so as not to preclude such
designation (NPS 1992).

A state statute prohibits the possession, trans-
portation, receipt, or release of live wolves into Texas
(Tex. Parks and Wild. Code Ann. § 63.104). Texas
law aso protects state and federally listed endangered
species, including Mexican wolves (Tex. Parks and
Wild. Code Ann. 568.00 1).



Land Development

Visitor accommodations include overnight lodging in
the Chisos Basin, camping and recreational vehicle
facilities at two sites dong the Rio Grande, a network
of trails and campsites in the Chisos Mountains and
along the Rio Grande, and various other trails scat-
tered throughout the park. The park is planning
severa minor developments including upgrading the
trail network in the Chisos Mountains and expanding
resident accommodations, if funding permits. The
park permits neither forestry nor mining. Residential
development and recreational hunting west of the park
are on the rise.

Across the Rio Grande in Mexico livestock
grazing continues to be the predominant land use.
Three minor, low-water border crossings are located in
the park, though none are used for commercia travel
(NPS 1992).

Livestock Grazing

Livestock grazing is not permitted. Nevertheless,
illegal grazing is a recurring problem aong the Rio
Grande floodplain. Cattle and horses belonging to
Mexican ranchers routinely cross over and cause
serious habitat degradation (NPS et a. 1992; W.
Wright, BBNDP, pers. comm.). Park officias have seen
dozens and even hundreds of cattle at any given time.
Preventative measures such as building fences along
the U.S. side of the border are either ineffective or
have not been attempted for practical and comity
reasons. Park officials are negotiating with Mexican
officials to reach a solution.
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Private ranching lands constitute most of the
acreage bordering the park. An estimated 58,850
head, including 26,700 cows and 24,000 calves, were
raised in 1992 in Brewster County (Brewster County
Extension Office 1993).

Public Access and Recreation

The park contains 162 miles of paved roads and 257
miles of unpaved roads, al open to the public. In
1990, over 250,000 people visited and in 1992
amost 297,000 people visited. The Chisos Moun-
tains receive the most visitor use, especially during
summer months and holidays (NPS 1992).

Regional Economy
and Employment

The economy of southern Brewster County is depen-
dent on tourism, government, and ranching (Table 3-
22). Less than 9.1% of the total labor force is em-
ployed in agricultural occupations. Approximately 80
full time position equivalents are filled by the Na-
tional Park Service and 45 to 50 people work for the
park’s concessionaires.

Permanent residents include park personnel and
their families, concessions employees, and U.S. Border
Patrol agents. Between 250 and 300 people are
normally in residence at Panther Junction making it
the second largest residential area in Brewster County
(R. Skiles, BBNP, pers. comm.).
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Table 3-22. Summary of regional U.S. Census data for Big Bend National Park potential natural
recolonization area.’

Total population 1,915
Population density 0.6/mi”
Number in labor force 1,010
Percent of civilian labor force unemployed 3.8%

Percent of civilian labor force employed in agriculture,

forestry or fisheries 9.1%
Median household income $20,970
Percent of population below poverty level 28.0%

"Region covered by census rracts does not correspond exactly with recovery area boundaries; generally, census tracts
include some adjacent rural areas around the rccoverv areas.

SOURCE: 1990 U.S. Census for Brewster County census tract 9502.
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Environmental

Introduction

This chapter presents the foreseeable consequences
of the four alternative approaches to re-establishing
Mexican wolves on the natura and physical environ-
ment and on related socia and economic concerns.
Table 2-8 at the end of Chap. 2 summarizes the
information presented here.

To avoid repetition, the impact topics are most
fully explained the first time they come up; later
discussions are more brief. The impact analysis
generally attempts to be as quantitative as possible,
but most of the projections involve considerable
uncertainty. At root, this uncertainty is due to
incomplete information about the behavior of wild
Mexican wolves multiplied by uncertain future
trends in prey populations, hunting management
(which is, and will be, done by state and tribal, not
federal, managers), hunter numbers, livestock
numbers, land uses, and so on. The anaysis, there-
fore, identifies the methods and assumptions in-
volved in the projections, usually in separate text
“boxes.” All quantifiable impacts are presented in
terms of high and low ranges; the actual impacts
generally should be expected to fall between these
extremes. For quantifiable impacts, the point in time
at which they are quantified is when the wolf
population goal for the area is achieved (the excep-
tions are the impacts on prey and hunting, which are
projected at five years after the goa is achieved).
Impacts likely will be intermediate in earlier years of
the re-establishment efforts, generdly related to the
wolf population size at the time. Of course, for each
of the dternatives, if the wolf populations grow at
different rates-faster or slower-than the rates
projected in Chap. 2 (Tables 2-2, -3, -4, -5, and -6),
then the rates at which the impacts occur would vary
accordingly.

The high percentage of captive-raised wolves in
the total population in the early years of the reintro-
duction dternatives makes impacts somewhat less
predictable than during later years, when wild-raised
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wolves will predominate. During the initial releases
of red wolves in North Caroling, the captive-raised

animals exhibited behaviors that were more erratic

(that is, less predictable) than the animals that, later,
were born in the wild (Phillips, M.K., 1992).

The impact analysis here focuses on the areas
expected to be primarily impacted by each aterna
tive. The Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area (BRWRA)
is treated first, reflecting its increased emphasis in
this FEIS compared to the White Sands Wolf
Recovery Area (WSWRA). Of course, not al
reintroduced wolves will necessarily stay within
recovery area boundaries. Recapture and removal of
wolves are called for under Alt.s A and B to prevent
impacts outside the designated wolf recovery areas or
outside the primary recovery zones, respectively.
However, dispersing wolves could cause some
impacts outside these areas until they are recaptured.
Most notably, some of the impacts discussed under
Alt. C could also occur to a lesser degree under Al.s
A and B on the San Carlos and White Mountain
Apache reservations, which lie immediately to the
west of the BRWRA and share an 80 mile border
with it (see Fig. 3-I: Affected Areas under Alt.s A, B,
and C in the BRWRA Region).

Analysis of each aternative concludes with a
summary of the adverse effects of the full aternative
followed by a discussion of its short and long-term
effects in relationship to the long-term productivity
of the environment, any irreversble commitments of
resources, and cumulative effects. While this chapter
includes economic analysis, the emphasis is on
quantifiable adverse impacts Potential benefits are
discussed, but they are less direct and harder to
project quantitatively. (Appendix J includes examples
of economic benefits resulting from wolf recovery in
the northern Rockies and northern Minnesota.)
This FEIS is not intended as a cost-benefit analysis.
Monetary cost-benefit analysis is not required under
National Environmental Policy Act implementing
regulations and it is specifically not recommended
when, as here, important qualitative considerations
exist (40 CFR sec. 1502.23).



Consequences of Alternative A
(Preferred Alternative):

Reintroduction of Mexican wolves, classified as
nonessential experimental, into the Blue Range
Wolf Recovery Area. Wolves will be released into
the primary recovery zone and allowed to dis-
perse into the secondary recovery zone. If fea-
sible and necessary to achieve the recovery
objective of 100 wolves, a subsequent reintroduc-
tion of wolves into the White Sands Wolf Recov-
ery Area will be conducted.

Blue Range Wolf
Recovery Area (BRWRA)

Impacts on Wild Prey of Wolves

The projected population in the BRWRA under Alt.
A is 100 wolves. They will kill prey totalling
approximately 282,300 Ibs. (live weight) annually
(Parsons 1994). The species composition of the prey
killed and the impact of the predation rate on the
prey populations are modelled for each of the
reintroduction alternatives in this FEIS as described
in Box 4-1.

The prey impacts projected are those expected at
the point in time five years after the wolf population
goal for the area is achieved (Green-Hammond
1994). Because of the difficulty and uncertainty
involved, the non-gatic interrelationship among
wolf and prey populations that likely would develop
was not modelled (Mech 1970). In other words, the
model does not address the long-term effects of
changes in the prey population on the wolf popula-
tion, or vice versa

In the BRWRA under Alt. A, the deer popula
tion is projected to be between a high of 64,100 and
a low of 35,500 five years after the wolf population
reaches the goal of 100. 7%is is 14 years after the
initial BRWHKA releases. The deer population at that
point is projected to be 7% lower than it would be
without wolves in the high ungulate population
scenario and 22% lower than it would be without
wolves in the low ungulate population scenario. The
net effect will be an estimated 4,800 to 10,000 fewer
deer than would occur without wolves.

The elk population is projected to be between a
high of 18,000 and a low of 9,300 five years after
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the wolf population reaches the goal of 100. The ek
population is projected to be 6% lower than it
would be without wolves in the high ungulate
population scenario and 17% lower than it would be
without wolves in the low ungulate population
scenario. The net effect will be an estimated 1,200 to
1,900 fewer ek than would occur without wolves.

Notably, under the high ungulate population
scenarios these populations still would increase “with
wolves' relative to current populations, by 13% for
both deer and ek. Of course, they would increase
even more without wolves. Put differently, the effect
of wolf predation would be to dow the rate of
increase in the increasing scenario; wolf predation
also would speed up the rate of decrease in the
decreasing scenario.

Impacts to bighorn sheep populations were not
modelled because sheep make up less than 3% of the
available wild ungulate biomass in the BRWRA and
scientific information from northern areas where
wolves and sheep co-exist does not suggest that
wolves would prey heavily on these animals. It
appears unlikely that wolves would have a significant
impact on the overal bighorn sheep population.
But, some sheep herds in the BRWRA are relatively
smal (e.g., 20 animals) and isolated, so predation of
even a few breeding adults could reduce the produc-
tivity of these groups. The likelihood of this occur-
ring appears low.

Bighorn sheep in the BRWRA may not have
widely available access to rugged escape cover. Where
this is lacking, the sheep may be more vulnerable to
wolf predation than they would be if escape cover
was readily accessible. Ongoing bighorn sheep
surveys, coupled with a wolf food habit study, could
provide information on actual impacts of wolves on
sheep in the BRWRA.

Wolves that did severely impact big game
populations could be captured and moved under the
Proposed Mexican Wolf Experimental Population
Rule (Appendix C; see definition of “Impacts on
game populations in ways which may inhibit further
wolf recovery” in Appendix G - Glossary). This is
not projected to happen in the BRWRA (Green-
Hammond 1994). Also, wolves are not likely to
exert a major influence on secondary prey popula-
tions of smal mammals or on any threatened or
endangered species in the area (Appendix D -
Section 7 Consultation on Preferred Alternative).
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Box 4-1. Modelling Mexican wolf impacts on prey populations.

Potential impacts of wolf reintroduction on deer and ek populations were estimated through computer model-
ing of future populations with and without wolf predation (Green-Hammond 1994). However, uncertainty
exists regarding these issues:

. future deer and elk population trends;
Mexican wolf use of prey other than deer and elk (called alternate prey use); and
the degree of compensation for wolf-caused mortality of deer and ek that will occur through
reduction of other mortality factors, for example, when a wolf kills a deer that would have died
of another cause around the same time period (called compensatory mortality).

The model addressed these uncertainties as follows. Reasonable increasing, stable, and decreasing deer and
elk population trend scenarios without wolves (i.e.,, assuming no wolf reintroduction) were created, using the
New Mexico Department of Game and Fish Deer Model for predicting birth and survival rates, state wildlife
agency information on current populations, historic population trends, and future agency management plans
(Green-Hammond 1994). This model was applied to both the New Mexico and Arizona populations. Using
these scenarios and other assumptions about Mexican wolf predation (Parsons 1994), the Green-Hammond
model produced corresponding computer simulations with wolves (i.e., assuming wolf reintroduction occurred
as planned). These initial simulations used a variety of alternate prey use and compensatory mortality values.
The output was a plausible range of impacts to deer and elk populations five years after achievement of the
recovery area goals.

Then, a survey of recognized wolf experts was conducted to narrow down the expected ranges of aternate
prey use and compensatory mortality (Parsons 1994). The initia simulations that had the closest fit with the
wolf experts conclusions regarding these variables were used. For example, for the BRWRA under Alt. A, the
experts concluded that aternate prey use would probably fall between 6% and 29%; the closest model smula-
tions of 0% and 25% aternate prey use were used. The experts aso concluded that compensatory mortality
would probably be between 15% and 47%; the initidl model simulations of 17% to 50% were used.

Thus, a range of plausible, expert-assisted, impact scenarios are presented in this EIS. The bigh ungulate
population scenario is the one in which the deer or elk population experiences the least reduction due to wolf
predation. For the BRWRA under Alt. A, this was the scenario with increasing deer or elk populations, with
only 75% of the r&introduced wolves diet consisting of deer or ek (50% for the WSWRA), and half of the
wolf-caused mortality on deer and elk being offset by reductions in other mortality causes. The Low ungulate
population scenario-the one in which the ungulate population experiences the greatest wolf-caused reduction -
for the BRWRA under Alt. A was the scenario with decreasing deer or elk populations, with 100% of the
reintroduced wolves diet consisting of deer or elk (88% for the WSWRA), and only one-sixth of the wolf-
caused mortality on deer and elk being offsat by reductions in other mortality causes.

This modelling was done for the deer and ek populations under each of the three reintroduction aterna-
tives. But, it was not done for the “no action” alternative (Alt. D) and was not done for potential prey other
than deer and ek, due to lack of data and high uncertainty regarding impacts. The actual aternate prey use
and compensatory mortality figures that were used in the impact analysis here are given in the notes in the
tables that accompany the “Impacts on Hunting” discussion for Alt.s A, B, and C (Tables 4-1, -5, -9, -12,
and -14).
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Potential positive impacts of the wolf, a top
predator in North American ecosystems, on its prey
include: (1) sanitation (remova of diseased animals
to prevent epidemics), (2) natural selection (culling
of deformed or geneticaly inferior animals before
reproduction), (3) stimulation of prey productivity
(acceleration of reproductive rates among prey
through higher twinning and fertility), and (4)
population control (maintenance of prey popula
tions at levels that can be supported by the habitat,
protecting against overgrazing and erosion) (Mech
1970).

Conclusion: Although uncertainty exists, wolves
are not expected to severely impact prey populations
in the BRWRA under Alt. A, even under the low
population ungulate scenario.

Impacts on Hunting

Under Alt. A, a re-established population of 100
wolves in the BRWRA is projected to lead to an
overal decline in average legal kills of deer of be-
tween 6% and 17% in the high and low ungulate
population scenarios, respectively, and a decline in
legal kills of ek of between 5% and 13% in the high
and low population scenarios, respectively (Green-
Hammond 1994, Parsons 1994). That is, 300 to
560 fewer deer and 120 to 200 fewer elk may be
killed by hunters annually. Because the projected
declines would occur over a many-year period it is
not clear that they would be large enough to be
detectable or measurable by state game managers.

The total expected reduction in hunter days due
to wolf reintroduction in the BRWRA ranges from
12,400 to 23,000 days annually (Table 4-1). Box 4-2
explains the calculation of these projected reduc-
tions; associated economic impacts are discussed
below under Regiona Economic Impacts.

Conclusion: Hunter take may fall, with a maxi-
mum projection of 17% for deer in the greatest
impact case. Actua reductions in permits issued by
state game managers likely would occur only if
measurable herd reductions were observed.

Impacts on Livestock

Box 4-3 explains how this FEIS projects likely
livestock depredation rates for each alternative (see
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also Tables 4-2 and 4-3). For the BRWRA, after the
Preferred Alternative is completed and 100 wolves
are distributed throughout the area, losses are pro-
jected to be between one and 34 cattle per year
(average: 17.5), mostly calves (Table 4-4). This
represents a range of between 0.001% and 0.04%
annual loss of the approximately 82,600 total cattle
present in the area. These projections are best
estimates; rates could be different. (The EIS pre-
pared for the FWS’s proposal to reintroduce wolves
into Central Idaho (USFWS 1994b), a primarily
National Forest area comparable to the BRWRA,
projected similar rates of annual cattle depredation,
that is, ranging between a low of one and a high of
19 cattle killed; average: ten. In redity, after one year
of experience with 14 wolves reintroduced in Cen-
tral Idaho, no confirmed depredations have oc-
curred.)

Some cattle likely will be killed but not detected,
However, the intensive monitoring and research
carried out on the reintroduced population under
the Preferred Alternative will also serve to monitor
livestock depredation, at least in the initial severa
years. Ancther key to mitigating impacts on live-
stock will be active, professional, management of
depredation as has been implemented in Minnesota
and in the Northern Rockies (Niemeyer et al. 1994,
Paul 1995). Depredation management, in conjunc-
tion with public education and information, should,
over the long term, improve local tolerance of
wolves.

The logt value associated with livestock depreda-
tion is calculated as the estimated number of cattle
lost multiplied by their market value (Table 4-4).
Ranchers may be reimbursed for the lost market
value by the private Defenders of Wildlife Depre-
dation Compensation Fund. A very few horses and
sheep may also be taken.

From 1987 to 199 1, tota estimated livestock
losses-all cattle-from existing predators averaged
about 1% of permitted livestock on the Apache
National Forest (Myers and Baxter 1993). Compara
ble depredation rates occurred on the Gila National
Forest (S. Libby, Gila NF, pers. comm.). The pro-
jected increase in depredation over these existing
rates due to the presence of wolves is quite small.
Nevertheless, as described in Box 3- 1, above, live-
stock ranching in this area tends to be economically
marginal. |If uncompensated wolf depredations occur
the results could be further decreases in the attrac-
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Table 4-1. Estimated annual reduction in hunting five years after achievement of recovery goals in the
BRWRA under Alternative A.

Note: the low estimate is based on the “high population” scenario of increasing ungulate populations with high (25%)
aternate prey use and high (50%) compensatory mortality; the high estimate is based on “low population” scenario of
decreasing ungulate populations, no alternate prey use, and low (17%) compensatory mortality (Green-Hammond 1994,
Parsons 1994). Impacts in Arizona and New Mexico are determined based on the proportion of the ungulate populations
existing 1n each state.

Statistic Low Estimate High Estimate
Reduced elk harvest” Total = 120 Total = 200
AZ = 40 AZ =170
NM=80 NM = 130
Reduced deer harvest’ Total = 300 Total = 560
AZ =95 AZ= 180
NM = 205 NM = 380
Reduced elk hunting days® Total = 2,700 Total = 4,630
AZ = 950 AZ = 1,620
NM = 1,750 NM = 3,010
Reduced deer hunting days’ Total = 9,700 Total = 18,400
AZ = 3,100 AZ = 5,900
NM = 6,600 NM = 12,500

* Green-Hammond 1994, Parsons 1994. Figures are rounded.

b Based on average success rate of .3366 for New Mex. GMU 15, 16, 21, 22, 23, and 24 (1988-1992 statistics for elk;
1989-1992 statistics for deer) and Ariz. GMU 1 and 27 (1988-1992 statistics) and average number of days hunted per big
game hunter of 7.787 (average of AZ and NM weighted by number of hunters) (USFWS and Dep't of Commerce 199 la and
1991b).

 Based on average success rate of .2385 for New Mex. GMU 15, 16, 21, 22, 23, and 24 (1988-1992 statistics for elk;
1989-1992 statistics for deer) and Ariz. GMU 1 and 2 (1988-1992 statistics) and average number of days hunted per big
game hunter of 7.787 (average of AZ and NM weighted by number of hunters).

SOURCE: Duffield and Neher (1994).
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Box 4-2. Calculating Mexican wolf impacts on hunting and associated economic values.

This EIS caculates the effect of reduced hunter opportunity caused by wolves in two ways.

First, the social cost of the lost enjoyment of hunting is estimated. A straightforward method converts the
projected reductions in deer and ek kills into lost hunter days in the field. Reductions in hunter days are
calculated based on average success rates and days hunted per hunter (Ariz. Game and Fish Comm. 1993, New
Mexico Dep't of Game and Fish 1993, USFWS and Dep’t of Commerce 199 1 a and 199 1 b).

The simplifying assumption is made that the reduction in hunter days eguals the reduction in harvest
divided by the success rate, multiplied by the average number of days per hunter. The projected declines in
deer and ek harvested imply reduced hunting, either through a reduction in available deer and elk permits in
the affected game management units or through a reduction in hunter success rates in these units. This some-
what simplistic assumption, aimed at projecting impacts that will occur up to 15 years in the future, necessarily
does not consider potential complicating factors. Such factors that cannot reasonably be taken into account
now could include, for example: a) changes in hunt management strategies by the Arizona and New Mexico
Game and Fish Departments, such as moving to trophy hunts; b) positive or negative values that hunters may
associate with hunting in an area where wolves are present that may compensate for - or conversely exacerbate -
the projected reduction in hunter opportunity; c) the presence of wolves affecting hunter success rates indepen-
dently of reducing total game availability (e.g., by causing more, or less, clustering of deer and elk); d) changes
in the numbers of hunters applying for permits; €) habitat management effects on prey densities and hunter
success. State game managers are not expected to reduce permit numbers just because wolves are introduced.

The economic values of the projected reductions in deer and ek hunter days are calculated by multiplying
the number of lost hunter days by the average net “willingness-to-pay” for a day of hunting, which is estimated
at $58.00 (all estimates are adjusted to 1994 dollars). Average willingness-to-pay for a hunter day is derived
from a survey of 56 big game hunting willingness-to-pay studies in the United States (Walsh et al. 1988).

Second, the reduction in hunting-related expenditures in the region of each wolf recovery area is computed in a
similar way, that is, by multiplying the number of lost hunter days by the average hunter expenditure per day.
Hunter expenditures per day are obtained from survey information for New Mexico and Arizona (USFWS and
Dep't. of Commerce, 199 1 a and 199 1 b). Also, a reduction in big game license and permit fees collected by the
two states is calculated.

The text of Chap. 4 includes caveats about the roughness of the resulting values as far as predicting net
economic changes in Arizona and New Mexico. It should be emphasized that the point in time that these levels
of annua impacts are projected to occur is five years after full achievement of the recovery area wolf population
goals.

SOURCE: Duftield and Neher 1994.
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Box 4-3. Projecting rates of Mexican wolf livestock depredation.

Rates of gray wolf depredation on livestock have been studied in Alberta, Minnesota, and Montana (Table 4-2;
see Appendix F for background information on the livestock depredation experiences in each of these areas).
Estimating future Mexican wolf depredation rates based on these northern areas presents difficulties due to
differences in climate, terrain, vegetation, size of operations, livestock husbandry practices, and prey popula
tions. The Minnesota livestock industry, in particular, is quite different from that in the Southwest because
pastures are smaller, calving often occurs in barns, and cattle are more easily protected from predators. Also,
Mexican wolves are typically smaller than northern wolves, which could lessen the rate at which they depre-
date.

To estimate depredation in a given Mexican wolf recovery area the equation below is used, which standar-
dizes depredation rates in relation to livestock and wolf numbers in the northern study areas. (Sheep are
disregarded in the eguation because of the small number of sheep in the Mexican wolf recovery areas)

The difference in year-round presence of cattle on the range is a key factor, In Alberta, Minnesota, and
Montana cattle graze in free-ranging situations (although in Minnesota the pastures they range in are relatively
small) for four to six months. In contrast, in many areas of the Southwest cattle are on the range from eight
months to year-round. The equation accounts for this difference by multiplying the northern study area rates
by a multiplier based on the comparative length of the typical grazing season for the alotments in the wolf
recovery area being analyzed. For example, if livestock are present year-round in a southwestern area--or twice
as long as the northern area-then the length-of-grazing-season multiplier is 2.0 (see Appendix F for the actual
multipliers used for each southwestern area).This FEIS uses just the length-of-grazing-season multiplier for the
area for calculating the low range of likely depredation (Table 4-3). For calculating the high range of likely
depredation, the length-of grazing-season multiplier is used as a base and 3.0 is added to it. This increase
reflects the general feeling of experts that were surveyed on this issue that depredation rates will be higher in
the Southwest than in the three northern study areas for a variety of reasons besides differences in the length of
the grazing season (the expert survey responses are summarized in Appendix F). Adding 3.0 to the base length-
of-grazing-season multiplier represents the high end of the range of specific multipliers proposed by the survey
respondents. Thus, the equation used is:

No. of cattle (recovery areq) X No. of wolves (recovery area)
No. of cattle (northern ared) No. of wolves (northern areq)
Mean annua no. Estimated annual no.
X depredations X multiplier = depredations
(northern area) (recovery area)

“Plugging in” the numbers from the three northern study areas, and multiplying by the appropriate low
range and high range multipliers, produces a range of estimates for the BRWRA and the WSWRA (Appendix
F, Tables F-1 and F-2). Table 4-3 presents the lowest low estimate and the highest high estimate from Tables F-
1 and F-2 as the “low” and “high” estimates, respectively. Table 4-3 also provides the average of these. (These
low, high, and average projections are aso provided in the discussion of “Impacts on Livestock” for each of the
reintroduction aternatives in this chapter.)

Wolves are expected to prey more on calves than adult cattle. In northern areas calves make up 68 to 95
percent of cattle losses. It is uncertain whether the addition of wolves into an area that aready has other depre-
dators, such as lions and coyotes, will add to, or redistribute, overall cattle depredation. Mexican wolf depreda-
tion will certainly vary from year to year and place to place.

A small fraction of one percent of the total livestock available is expected to be taken in the typical year.
(Table 4-3). Most wolves will not depredate even when livestock are present. A small number of livestock

(continued)
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owners are expected to be affected; however, some could sustain significant losses in a given year. Depredated
livestock may be replaced on grazing alotments, thus effects on the overal number of livestock present during
a grazing season should be marginal.
Livestock may also suffer non-lethal wounds from wolf attacks that could reduce their market value and
compel the rancher to incur veterinary expenses. Ranchers may also be compelled to devote time and expense
to investigating possible depredations, to deding with government officials and others regarding depredations
and compensation claims, to replacing stock that has been killed, and to taking steps to prevent depredations.
Finaly, it should be expected that some wolf depredations will not be found or, even if they are found, will be
so old that evidence of wolf involvement may no longer exist. No accepted method exists to project uncon-

firmed predation losses.

SOURCES: Fowler et al. 1993; Fritts 1992; Mack et a. 1992; W. Paul, ADC, pers. comm.; Thompson 1993;

USFWS 1994b.

Table 4-2. Mean livestock depredation rates

from northern

study areas.

Mean Annual

Mean Annual

No. Years
Area Studied No. Wolves No. Cattle No. Sheep Cattle Killed Sheep Killed
Alberta 17 1,500 257,041 10,000 235 (0.09%) 31 (0.3%)
Minnesota 13 1,460 229,064 23,713 27 (0.01%) 50 (0.2%)
Montana 7 44 75,000 11,000 3 (0.004%) 2 (0.02%)

SOURCE: Mack et a. (1992).
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Table 4-3. Number and percentage of cattle available projected to be killed a.nnually by Mexican

wolves after achievement of recovery area goals.

Notes: T he top number in each box is rhe number of cattle expected to be killed annually; the bottom number is the
percentage of the total cattle available projected to be killed. “Low” and “high” estimates are the lowest low and highest high

estimates from background Tables F- 1 and F-2 in Appendix F.

Mexican Wolf
Recovery Area

Low Estimate

High Estimate Average

BRWRA Primary and
Secondary Zones combined
(Alts. A and B)
- 82,617 cattle

100 wolves

1.0
(0.001%)

BRWRA Primary
Recovery Zone
(Alt. B)

- 10,494 cattle

- 20 wolves

0.03
(0.0003%)

WSWRA Primary and
Secondary Zones combined
(Alts. A and B)

- 3,220 cattie

- 20 wolyves

0.0
(0.0005%)

WSWRA Primary

Recovery Zone

(Alt. B) 0
- 0 cattle

- 14 wolyes

33.9
(0.04%)

175
(0.02%)

0.5
(0.005%)

0.9
(0.009%)

0.16
(0.008%)

0.3
(0.015%)

tiveness of affected ranches as businesses to own,
invest in, or lend money to (A. Thal, Western NM
Univ., pers. comm.).

The impact of wolf depredation on the “custom
and culture” of livestock grazing in the BRWRA and
other recovery areas defies quantification. Clearly,
most ranchers view the wolf as a negative (Biggs
1988, Johnson 1990, Kellert 1985). (However,
opinion polling by Duda and Young (1995), indi-
cates about 50% of the public in the most-affected,
ranching-oriented, rurd New Mexico counties
actualy support wolf reintroduction, which under-
cuts the idea that magor cultural impacts would
occur.) It is unlikely that the small projected in-
crease in livestock losses will have more than a
marginal impact on the viability of ranching in the
BRWRA. A potential positive impact to ranchers
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from wolf recovery is the projected reduction in the
size of the deer and ek herds that can compete with
livestock for forage on grazing alotments. In addi-
tion, coyote and lion densities may be reduced by
competition with reintroduced wolves, which could
reduce livestock depredation losses from coyotes and
lions.

Conclusion: Wolves likely will take between one
and 34 cattle per year, representing less than one-
twentieth of one percent of al the cattle present.
This should not cause a mgor impact to ranching as
a whole in the area, but some ranchers may experi-
ence significant losses.
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Table 4-4. Estimated annual livestock depredation costs after achievement of recovery area goals in the

BRWRA unter Alt. A.

Average
Low Estimate High Estimate Estimate
Cattle lost 1 33.9 17.5
Average value per $638 $638 $638
animal®
Total lost $640 $21,600 $11,200
valuelyear

“Value based on average of the January 1994 average value of cows and caves in Arizona (ID. Dewalt, AZ Agric. Statistics
Service, pers. comm.) and the February 1994 average value of cows and caves in New Mexico (B. Nedom, NM Agric.
Sratistics Service, pers. comm.). Average values include high value stock,

SOURCE: Duffield and Neher (1994).

culls, and al others.

Impacts on Predator Control Programs

The experimenta population rule will restrict al use
of M-44s and choking-type neck snares in “occupied
Mexican wolf range’ (see definition in Appendix G -
Glossary). Labe redtrictions on M-44s aready limit
their use in areas where threatened or endangered
species may be adversdy affected (USFWS 1994b).
The FWS, with USDA Anima Damage Control
(ADC) cooperation, will provide private users of
these devices with the locations where the EPA label
restrictions would apply. Other changes in ADC
operations, such as limiting trap sizes and increasing
frequency of trap checks, may be agreed to following
conferencing between ADC and FWS. The restric-
tions on control methods likely would reduce ADC’s
effectiveness in controlling other predators in the
area, unless the agency commits additional resources.
However, in Arizona, an anti-trapping law (ARS 17-
301 (D)), passed in 1994, aready disallows use of
traps and snares on public lands for control of other
predators. No additiona restrictions on control
methods for other predators should result from wolf
recovery in Arizona.

Wolves may displace other large predators (see
Appendix A section on Influence on Other Preda
tors); coyotes and mountain lions could most likely
be affected (populations of black bears and wolves
apparently co-exist without appreciable impacts on
each other). This potential displacement may result
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in temporarily higher concentrations of the other
predators in surrounding areas, presumably until
some equilibrium level is restored. However, because
wolf populations will recover gradualy, such changes
likely would be difficult to detect if they occurred.
The ultimate impact wolf recovery would have on
these predators, and on animal damage control
needs for them, cannot be determined now with
confidence. In other words, it is unclear whether the
presence of wolves in an area would reduce, displace,
or perhaps somehow increase the overal private and
ADC workloads for other predators.

Impacts on Agency, Tribal, and
Local Government Policies and Plans

U.S. Forest Service—The current management
focus on the two national forests in the BRWRA
should not change significantly with the presence of
wolves. Addressing habitat diversity loss and exotic
species invasions should not conflict with manage-
ment for wolves. Enhancement of native vegetation
communities may enhance ungulate populations
upon which wolves depend. No formal ESA Section
7 consultation with the FWS would be required
regarding potential impacts of Forest Service activi-
ties on nonessential experimental Mexican wolves.
The Forest Service may choose to amend the
Apache and Gila National Forest Plans to reflect
changes related to wolf recovery. No amendments



are required under the Preferred Alternative, how-
ever. The most significant topics of possible amend-
ments include Grazing Use, Timber Volume, Vegeta
tion Management Practices (especially fire) and
Acres Treated, and management for multiple pro-
tected species. Generaly, these changes would serve
to enhance ungulate prey and harmonize manage-
ment for wolves with the other “multiple uses’ of the
forests.

The Forest Service would need to informally
“confer,” but a conference would not be required for
each individual project, development, or plan
amendment in the BRWRA that the agency under-
takes. According to the FWS's Section 7 Process and
Policy Handbook: “a conference is required if the
action is judged to likely jeopardize” the species
involved (USFWS 1993f). This “threshold” is
“reached if the likelihood of the species survival is
appreciably reduced.” Few, if any, Forest Service
activities would pose this level of threat to a reintro-
duced Mexican wolf population. In those few cases
where conferences are undertaken, the Service will
provide “advisory recommendations for minimizing
or avoiding adverse effects.”

It is expected that this informal conferencing
will occur on a more programmatic basis under the
umbrella of a cooperative wolf management plan
that al of the affected agencies will develop. This
management plan would include various measures to
implement and support wolf recovery and to mini-
mize conflicts with other Forest Service duties on the
Apache and Gila Nationa Forests. Such measures
would need to avoid conflict with management for
other threatened or endangered species with full
ESA protection, such as the Mexican spotted owl,
that would have a higher degree of legal protection
than the nonessential experimental wolves.

State of Arizona.—Although neither Arizona's
Game and Fish Department nor its Commission has
taken a fina position on wolf reintroduction, the
Department has applied its twelve-step procedure for
re-establishing endangered species in the state to the
Mexican wolf (AGFD 1987; Appendix E describes
the complete procedure). The FWS's Preferred
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Alternative includes working cooperatively with the
Department. The proposed federal and state recov-

ery efforts are consistent; Arizona's plan is essentialy
a subset of the Preferred Alternative that covers only
Arizona (Groebner et a. 1995).

State of New Mexico.—The Preferred Alternative is
consstent with New Mexico's Wildlife Conservation
Act. The FWS's Preferred Alternative includes
working cooperatively with New Mexico's Depart-
ment of Game and Fish.

Tribes.-While no reservations are within the
designated BRWRA, dispersing wolves could cause
some impacts on the neighboring White Mountain
and San Carlos Apache reservations until they were
captured. This could compel those tribes to develop
wolf management plans that are approved by the
FWS or to enter into cooperative wolf management
plans directly with the FWS. Both tribes have
adopted resolutions opposing wolf recovery in the
BRWRA. Further potential impacts on these tribes
are discussed under Alt. C.

Counties.-The Catron and Sierra counties land use
ordinances that call for equal authority with federa
agencies over decisions affecting federal lands within
these counties could conflict with the Preferred
Alternative. Similar assertions are made in both
Apache and Greenlee counties Land and Resource
Policies. Catron and Sierra counties have expressed
concern about wolf recovery and sought to extend
local planning jurisdiction over it. The federal ESA
and the Mexican Wolf Experimental Population
Rule, after adoption as a federal regulation, would
preempt any conflicting local mandates.” Wolf
recovery under the Preferred Alternative does not
directly conflict with Catron and Sierra counties
ordinances prohibiting the release of wolves into
those counties as no wolves will be released there.
Nevertheless, releasing wolves in nearby counties
with foreseeable dispersal into Catron and Sierra
counties, as proposed here, does appear to conflict
with the goals of these ordinances.

! The National Environmental Policy Act and implementing regulations require the federal government to attempt to cooperate
with local governments when planning federal actions that may affect them. The FWS has pursued cooperation in preparing this EIS
through meetings with county officials, inviting county representatives as consultants to the EIS Interdisciplinary Team, making
background information available, reviewing and responding to comments and studies prepared by county consultants, and other

measures. In addition, the EIS process included holding public comment meetings in each area potentially affected.



Conclusion: Wolf reintroduction as proposed
under Alt. A will not seriously impact existing
federal or state policies or plans. But, wolf reintro-
duction and the accompanying federally-adopted
experimental population rule would conflict with
and preempt certain county ordinances.

Impacts on Land Use

Wolf reintroduction under Alt. A should not signifi-
cantly impact four major land uses in the BRWRA:
forestry, mining, recreation, and grazing (the section
above addressed livestock depredation). No formal
ESA Section 7 consultation would be required
regarding potential impacts of land uses on nones-
sential experimental Mexican wolves. The FWS’s
management of this experimental population will
impose no restrictions on these activities, with some
exceptions that apply only within the one-mile
radius protected areas on public lands around
occupied pens, dens, and rendezvous sites. Com-
mencing operations on a new timber sale, mine, or
engaging in other “disturbance-causing land use
activities’ (see detailed definition, including exemp-
tions, in Appendix G - Glossary) could be tempo-
rarily delayed until the pen, den, or rendezvous site
is no longer occupied (see Appendix C - Proposed
Mexican Wolf Experimental Population Rule). The
release pens will not be located near existing or
planned timber sales, mines, or developments. No
involuntary rest-rictions will be imposed on any
private land use.

Timber harvesting generally benefits wolves by
maintaining shade-intolerant vegetation favored by
ungulates on which wolves prey (Thie 1988).
Further, wolves in Minnesota are able to tolerate
noise and blast effects associated with logging and
heavy mining (Mech 1993a). Mech (1993b) has also
pointed out that low density development for
homes, recreational facilities, power lines, and so on
do not deter wolf recovery. No additional wilderness
areas or other land designations are called for under
the Preferred Alternative.

Grazing strategies could be affected by depreda-
tion by wolves and by their establishment of dens
and rendezvous sites. However, the proposed Mexi-
can Wolf Experimental Population Rule allows
extensive flexibility in the relocation of wolves. They
could be relocated if they became habituated to
humans or human facilities, preyed on livestock,
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caused major ungulate population decreases, and for
other reasons.

Conclusion: It is expected that any land use restric-
tions due to the reintroduction of wolves to the
BRWRA will be minor. While some activities may
be inconvenienced due to temporary access restric-
tions, this inconvenience is unlikely to result in
major economic |osses.

Impacts on Recreation

Presence of the wolf may deter some visitors from
the BRWRA, but it may attract others. The large
majority of people surveyed in Arizona (Johnson
1990) and New Mexico (Biggs 1988) indicated they
would enjoy seeing or hearing a wolf in the wild (see
also Duda and Young 1995). The demand for
recreationa facilities in the BRWRA may increase.
(Millions of people recreate annually, in Minnesota,
Wisconsin, Alaska, and Canada, within the range of
gray wolves.)

Protection of reintroduced wolves from distur-
bance by visitors may require occasional temporary
access restrictions within a one-mile radius of a den
site, rendezvous area, or release pen, depending on
location and terrain. Wolf pups cannot regulate their
own body temperatures during the first several days
of life and are vulnerable if disturbance compds the
adults to move their pups to more secure areas
during this period. However, wolves tend to den in
secluded areas in the spring prior to the peak visita-
tion periods, so little impact on hiking, hunting, or
other activities should result. Limiting overal rural
road density is not required for wolf recovery (Mech
1993b, but see Thiel 1985). In any event, road
densities in the BRWRA are low and are not ex-
pected to increase greatly (USFWS 1993c¢).

Conclusion: Wolf reintroduction is expected to
cause increased visitation to the BRWRA as a whole,
but also to require minor temporary restrictions on
human access to particular areas as necessary to
prevent harm to the wolves.

Regional Economic Impacts
As shown in Table 4-5, reduced elk and deer harvest

due to wolf reintroduction could result in maor lost
benefits to hunters in the region, ranging in vaue
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Table 4-5. Estimated annual reduction of hunting-related economic value and expenditures in region

five years after achievement of recovery area goals in the BRWRA under Alternative A.

Note: low and high cvstimates are based on range of impacts on hunting described in Table 4-I

Statistic Low Estimate High Estimate
Reduced value of ek $716,800 $1,336,600
and deer hunting”

Share by State of AZ - $243,700 AZ- $454,450
reduced hunting value NM - $473,100 NM - $882,150
Reduced expenditures $579,100 $1,079,100
associated with deer and ek

hunting®

Share by State of reduced AZ - $115,900 AZ - $215,820
hunter expenditures NM - $463,200 NM - $863,280
Reduced hunting permit $51,200 $93,400
revenue - New Mexico®

Reduced hunting permit $17,500 $32,100

revenue - Arizona’

* Based on average economic value per day of big game hunting of $58.00 (Walsh ec al. 1988).

" Based on average AZ and NM trip related expenditures per day of $46.38 for deer and $48.60 for elk (weighted by
number of hunters)(USFWS and Dep't of Commerce 1991a and 1991b).

¢ Based on current AZ and NM license and tag costs for residents and nonresidents and the split between resident and

nonresident deer and elk tags sold in AZ and NM.

SOURCE: Duffield and Neher (1994).

from about $716,800 to $1,336,600 per year.
(Again, this represents hunters assessments of the
lost persona value of the sport, not actual expendi-
tures.) About 34% of these lost benefits would
occur in Arizona and 66% in New Mexico.
Additionally, an estimated $579,100 to $1,079,100
reduction in hunter expenditures could occur. About
20% of this reduction would occur in the Arizona
portion of the region and 80% in the New Mexico
portion. New Mexico bears a greater share of the
expenditure reduction because it has a higher
percentage of nonresident hunters than Arizona and
thus a higher average hunter expenditure per day.
Hunting-related losses represent the greatest
predicted economic impacts of Mexican wolf recov-
ery under the Preferred Alternative. However, they
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probably are overstated because hunters probably
will not actualy hunt less overall because of fewer
deer and dk in the BRWRA, but instead turn their
atention to substitute areas or species (Duffleld and
Neher 1994). In other words, the losses are unlikely
to reach the amounts shown in Table 4-5. Further,
deer and ek hunting in both Arizona and New
Mexico are dominated by resident hunters (over
96% of total hunting days by residents in Arizona
and over 74% by residents in New Mexico)
(USFWS and Dep't of Commerce 1991a and

1991 b). Most of the money not spent by residents
on hunting probably will be spent in some other
sector of the state economy (Duffield and Neher
1994). However, reductions in Arizona and New
Mexico expenditures by the 4% to 26% of hunter



days that are by nonresident hunters would result in
reduced overall expenditures in these states. These
lost hunter expenditures represent only a small part
(0.7 to 1.3%) of the total estimated expenditures
(approximately $80,000,000) by al big and small
game hunters in Arizona and New Mexico (USFWS
and Dep’'t of Commerce 199 1 aand 199 1 b; C.
Neher, Bioeconomics, pers. comm.).

Guides and outfitters operate heavily in the area
now, particularly in Catron County, primarily for
hunting, but some aso offer photography trips, trail
rides, and other non-hunting trips (SW Center for
Res. Analysis 1994). Hunting guides could experi-
ence a reduction in business because less game may
be available due to wolf predation. However, some
guides may add wolf-watching and howling trips to
their offerings. The forested regions of northern
Minnesota support over 1,500 wolves and a minor
“wolf-watching” industry has sprung up around
them (Thiel 1988). Educationa touring packages
and guided “howling” trips have gained popularity
and contributed to some regional economies. This
could occur in the BRWRA depending on loca
initiatives. (Appendix J includes examples of eco-
nomic benefits resulting from wolf recovery in the
northern Rockies and northern Minnesota.)

Greenlee County in particular could benefit
because it contains the primary recovery zone, it
represents the gateway for visitors coming from
major population centers to the south and west, and
county management has emphasized facilitating
tourism and recregtion as economic growth sectors
(Ariz. Dep't of Commerce, n.d.). Alpine, in Apache
County, is dready very oriented toward tourism and
recregtion and wolves could enhance this. Also,
expenditures by wolf management field staffs, which
may include local residents, represent potential
positive economic impacts.

Average annual livestock losses in the BRWRA
are projected to total between $640 to $2 1,600.
These could impact a few economically marginal
ranchers if adequate funds are not available to fully
compensate them or if numerous undetected wolf
kills occur (A. Thal, Western NM Univ., pers.
comm.). Catron County likely would be more
affected than any other BRWRA county because it
has the largest share of cattle in the recovery area,
mostly on small- to medium-sized ranches, which
are more likely to be economically margina than
larger ranches. Further, with the lowest median
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incomes in the BRWRA, Catron County could be
most affected by any negative economic impacts
caused by wolves. The tax base and local economy
could be negatively impacted if the effects of wolf
depredation in Catron or other counties were to lead
to ranch failures. Ranch failures are not expected,
however. In Minnesota, with about 1,500 wolves
inhabiting the cattle range and an average of about
27 cattle depredated per year (i.e., within the range
of depredations projected for the BRWRA), no
known ranch failures have resulted from such
depredation (W. Paul, ADC, pers. comm.). Simi-
larly, no known ranch failures have resulted from
natural wolf recolonization in northern Montana.

One final area of potentia economic impact is
the value (positive or negative) people may place on
having a recovered wolf population. Just as the vaue
hunters place on a day of hunting may be economi-
caly quantified, potential visitors may place a
guantifiable value on a day of hearing or seeing
wolves in the BRWRA (Duffield and Neher 1994).
Another type of economic value is “passive use” or
“existence value.” Existence value is the value a
person associates with the knowledge that a resource
exists, even if that person has no plans or expecta
tions of ever directly using or observing that resource
(Krutilla 1967). For example, a wolf enthusiast
living in Albuquerque or Phoenix might place a
measurable monetary value on the knowledge that a
recovered Mexican wolf population exists in the
BRWRA even if he or she never anticipates visiting
there (Johnson 1990, Duda and Young 1995). Other
people may value their absence. Some ranchers or
big game hunters, for instance, might value the
absence of wolves because they view the wolf as a
potential threat.

The potential use and existence values (positive
and negative) associated with wolf reintroduction in
the BRWRA have not been quantified. However, the
FWS projected substantial net economic benefits in
the millions of dollars associated with the use and
existence values of wolf reintroduction to the Yellow-
stone and centra ldaho areas (USFWS 1994b). In
the Southwest, negative economic impacts likely
would be offset to some extent by positive economic
impacts.

Conclusion: Negative economic effects are pro-
jected predominantly in the lost value of hunting
and reduced hunter expenditures.



White Sands Wolf Recovery Area
Impacts on Wild Prey of Wolves

The projected population in the White Sands Wolf
Recovery Area (WSWRA), assuming it is used,
would be 20 wolves. They would kill prey totaling
approximately 56,460 Ibs. (live weight) annually
(Parsons 1994). The deer population is projected to
be between a high of 7,360 and a low of 3,550 five
years after the wolf population reaches the goal of
20. The deer population is projected to be 14%
lower than it would be without wolves in the high
population scenario and 46% lower than it would be
without wolves in the low population scenario. The
net effect will be approximately 1,200 to 3,000
fewer deer than would occur without wolves.

Considerable uncertainty remains over the
extent to which wolves will compete with, and
thereby reduce, the high (75 to 80) mountain lion
population in the San Andres (Logan 1994). Because
of their numbers and greater average body weight,
these lions likely currently consume more deer than
the projected 20 wolves would consume. Thus,
wolves ultimate impacts on the deer population may
depend largely on whether they displace lions.

Wolves impacts on the other potential large prey
species--oryx, feral horse, and pronghorn-cannot
be predicted with confidence, but are expected to be
much less than their impact on deer. Mgor manage-
ment reductions in the horse population occurred in
1995 and are continuing (Morrow 1996), which
should reduce the likelihood of wolves preying on
horses.

Wolves that severely impact big game popula-
tions (which excludes feral horses) could be captured
and moved, under the proposed experimental
population rule (Appendix C). The greatest concerns
arise with the projected 46% decline in the deer
population under the low population scenario
(Green-Hammond 1994), and with the small herd
of desert bighorn sheep in the San Andres (Hubbard
1994). Wolves are relatively inefficient predators on
all species of mountain sheep due to the cursoria
nature of their hunting techniques (Bednarz 1989).
However, in other areas gray wolves do occasionaly
kill bighorn sheep and packs may routinely visit
bighorn sheep habitats seeking vulnerable animals
(Huggard 1992). If wolves displace mountain lions
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(an uncertain effect) and reduce deer populations as
predicted, then predation on bighorn sheep by the
lions could increase. The scabies-infected desert
bighorn sheep may be especialy vulnerable to
predation and any additional mortality may threaten
the viability of this herd of a state-listed endangered
Species.

Conclusion: While considerable uncertainty exists,
wolves are unlikely to severely impact the deer
population under the high population scenario, but
they are likely to severely impact the deer population
under the low population scenario, reducing the
population almost in half. Wolves also could nega
tively impact the desert bighorn sheep herd.

Impacts on Hunting

Under Alc. A, a reintroduced wolf population in the
WSWRA-a lightly hunted area-would lead to a
decline in average legd kills of deer of between 11%
and 34% in the high and low population scenarios,
respectively (Green-Hammond 1994, Parsons 1994)
(Table 4-6). That is, 10 to 24 fewer deer may be
killed by hunters annualy.

Conclusion: While a relatively high percentage of
lost hunting opportunity could result, the smell
amount of hunting that occurs in the WSWRA
means that actual losses of hunter days will be
minor.

Impacts on Livestock

In the WSWRA, after the Preferred Alternative is
completed and 20 wolves inhabit the area, losses are
projected to be between 0.01 and 0.3 cattle per year
(average: 0.16), mostly caves (Table 4-7). (In other
words, if 0.3 cattle are taken per year this means that
one anima would be taken every three years, on
average.) This represents a range of between
0.0005% and 0.0 15% annual loss of the 3,220 total
cattle present in the area. These projections are best
estimates; rates could be different. Bednarz (1989)
also predicted very low depredation rates. The low
rates are largely due to White Sands Missile Range
(WSMR) being free of livestock; apart from a few
trespassing cattle, the only livestock in the WSWRA
are in the secondary recovery zone to the west of
WSMR.
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Table 4-6. Estimated annual reduction of hunting five years after achievement of recovery area goals
in the WSWRA under Alternative A.

Note: rhc low estimate is bascd on rhe “high poepulation” scenario of an increasing decr population with high (50%) alrernate
prey use and high (509) compensatory morrality; the high estimate is based on the “low population™ scenano of a decrcasing,
deer population, low (12.5%) alternarte prey use, and low (17%) compensatory mortality (Green-Hammond 1994, Parsons

1994)

Statistic Low Estimate High Estimate
Reduced deer 10 24
harvest®

Reduced deer 51 120

hunting days®

' Green-Hammond 1994; Parsons 1994,
" Based on 1992 success rate for GMU 19 of .39 and average number of days per hunter of 2.0 for the limited entry White
Sands Missile Range hunts.

SOURCE: Duffield and Neher (1994).

Table 4-7. Estimated annual livestock depredation costs after achievement of recovery area goals in the
WSWRA under Alt. A.

Average
Low Estimate High Estimate Estimate
Cattle lost 0.01 0.3 0.16
Average value per $665 $665 $665
animal®
Total lost $10 $200 $110
valuel/year

' Value based on the February 1994 average value of all cattle and calves in New Mexico (B. Nedom, NM Agric. Statistics
Service pers. comin.).

SOURCE: Dutfield and Neher (1994).
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The logt value associated with livestock depreda-
tion is calculated as the estimated number of cattle
lost times the market value of those animals (Table
4-7). Ranchers may be reimbursed by the private
Defenders of Wildlife Depredation Compensation
Fund. A very few of the livestock present on the
Jornada Experimental Range may also be taken. The
experimental mission of this area provides an oppor-
tunity to conduct research on wolf depredation,
should it occur, and ways to mitigate it.

Conclusion: Annua livestock losses in the
WSWRA will be minor.

Impacts on Predator Control Programs

Little predator control occurs in the area, thus no
significant impacts are anticipated. However, a need
might arise for control of mountain lions if, as has
been speculated (Bednarz 1989), the wolves do
displace some of the large mountain lion population
from the missile range into livestock grazing areas,
where the lions might depredate (see Appendix A
section on Influence on Other Predators).

Impacts on Agency, Tribal, and Local
Government Policies and Plans

No formal ESA consultation with the FWS would
be required regarding potential impacts of actions by
the U.S. Army or other federal agencies on nones-
sential experimental Mexican wolves (except for
actions in the White Sands National Monument and
the San Andres Nationa Wildlife Refuge where
consultation could be required). The agencies would
need to informaly “confer,” but a conference would
not be required for each individual test or project in
the WSWRA. According to the FWS’s Section 7
Process and Policy Handbook: “a conference is
required if the action is judged to likely jeopardize’
the species involved (USFWS 1993f). This “thresh-
old” is “reached if the likelihood of the species
surviva is appreciably reduced.”

Few, if any, WSMR activities are likely to pose
this level of threat to a reintroduced Mexican wolf
population. In those few cases where conferences are
undertaken, the Service will provide “advisory
recommendations for minimizing or avoiding
adverse effects.” It is expected that this informal
conferencing will occur on a more programmatic
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basis under the umbrella of a cooperative wolf
management plan that FWS will develop with
WSMR and cooperating agencies, which will in-
clude various measures to support wolf recovery in
the WSWRA while alowing for the norma military
use of WSMR.

Most of the area is devoted to military use
(discussed in next section). Portions of the WSWRA
lie within Sierra and Otero Counties, which have
land use ordinances that call for equal authority with
federal agencies over decisions affecting federal lands
within these counties. These could conflict with the
Preferred Alternative. Both counties have expressed
concern about wolf recovery and sought to extend
local planning jurisdiction over it. Further, Sierra
County has an ordinance banning wolf reintroduc-
tion in the county. The federal ESA and the experi-
mental population rule, after adoption as a federa
regulation, would preempt any conflicting loca
mandates.

While no Indian reservations are within the
designated WSWRA, dispersing wolves could cause
some impacts on the nearby Mescalero Apache
Reservation until they were captured. This could
compel the tribe to develop wolf management plans
that are approved by the FWS or to enter into
cooperative wolf management plans directly with the
FWS.

Conclusion: Impacts on WSMR planning are
expected to be minor. Limited potential conflicts
with local land use ordinances exist.

Impacts on Military Activities and Land Use

Under the nonessential experimental classification,
the Mexican wolf will receive a dightly higher degree
of legal protection than other large mammals like
the mountain lion and the oryx with which the
WSMR test community has co-existed for years. The
presence of these animals has never delayed or
cancelled a test. (Indeed, no known cases exist of test
activities directly killing a large mammal, athough
such cases have not been actively looked for and
would not necessarily have been recorded if they
occurred.)

Except on the San Andres National Wildlife
Refuge (SANWR) and the White Sands National
Monument (WSNM), the wolf would have the same
status as a species “proposed” for ESA listing, such



that only a non-binding conference would be
required between the FWS and other federal agen-
cies on proposed activities that might harm the
wolves. In the WSWRA sub-areas within the Na-
tiona Wildlife Refuge System, i.e, the SANWR,
and within the National Park System, i.e., the
WSNM, federal agencies must treat members of the
experimental population as a threatened species for
purposes of complying with Section 7 of the ESA.
No maor management conflicts are expected in
these areas. The SANWR is already under FWS
management. Further, wolves are not expected to
inhabit the desert basins and sand dunes of the
WSNM.

(sray wolves are able to tolerate noise and blast
effects associated with heavy mining in Minnesota,
which may be comparable to military testing activi-
ties on WSMR (Mech 1993a). Further, wild red
wolves live in North Carolina in and adjacent to an
Air Force and Navy training area without negative
impacts (Phillips 1993). If humans are active in an
area the wolves likely will avoid them. However,
some test areas in the basins-where wolves are least
likely to go-are contaminated with unexploded
shells and could be dangerous to both wolves and
field personnel (Bednarz 1989).

While limited access restrictions could be im-
posed under the proposed Mexican Wolf Experi-
mental Population Rule around release sites, dens,
and rendezvous sites, the effects will be minima due
to the very limited public access in the WSWRA.
Further, the proposed rule alows extensive flexibility
in che relocation of wolves. They could be moved if
they endangered themsalves by remaining in a
military impact area, became habituated to humans
or human facilities, caused major ungulate popula
tion decreases, preyed on livestock, preyed on desert
bighorn sheep in the San Andres Mountains, and for
other reasons.

Likely the grestest issue related to military
activities and land use will be the need for FWS fied
personnel to coordinate with WSMR headquarters
and limit their wolf monitoring and management in
the event of potentially dangerous or high-security
testing activities. This may inconvenience both
WSMR and the field personnel; nevertheless, such
coordination was achieved in a comparable project
which occurred in the San Andres Mountains in the
same areas likely to be used by wolves. A large-scale
mountain lion study conducted for several years,
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involving radio-telemetry monitoring and recaptur-
ing similar to what will take place with the wolf, has
caused very little conflict with WSMR’s primary
mission (K. Logan, Hornocker Wildlife Research
Inst., pers. comm.).

Conclusion: Overdl, no maor impacts on military
activities are expected.

Impacts on Recreation

Minima impacts are anticipated, beyond the poten-
tial impact on hunting discussed above, because very
little other recreational use occurs within the areas
the wolves would likely occupy. Potential impacts
would increase if, as has been proposed, more public
access to WSMR is alowed in the future. The only
backcountry recreation in the area occurs in the
single overnight camping area in the sand dunes of
the WSNM, which are not considered suitable wolf
habitat.

Regional Economic Impacts

As shdwn in Table 4-8, reduced harvest of deer in
the WSWRA due to wolf recovery could result in
lost benefits to hunters valued at $3,000 to $7,100
per year. Additionaly, an estimated $2,900 to
$7,000 in hunter expenditures could be lost. The
estimated reductions in hunter expenditures likely
overstate actual reduced expenditures in New
Mexico due to the large proportion of resident
hunters who will spend that money not spent on
hunting in some other sector of the state economy.
Hunters probably will not actualy hunt less overall
because of fewer deer in the WSWRA, but instead
turn their attention to substitute areas or species
(Duffield and Neher 1994). Livestock losses are
projected to have minor economic impacts.

As discussed above under the BRWRA, available
survey data indicate a strong level of support for wolf
reintroduction in New Mexico (Biggs 1988; Duda
and Young 1995), suggesting economic benefits in
the form of existence values associated with reintro-
duction in the WSWRA.

Conclusion: Minor negative economic effects are
projected predominantly in the lost value of hunting
and reduced hunter expenditures. These could be
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Table 4-8. Estimated annual reduction of hunting-related economic value and expenditures in region
five years after achievement of recovery area goals in the WSWRA under Alternative A.

Note: low and high estimates arc based on range of impacts on hunting described in ‘I'able 4-6.

Statistic Low Estimate High Estimate
Reduced value of $3,000 $7,100
deer hunting”

Reduced expenditures $2,900 $7,000
associated with deer

hunting”

Reduced hunting permit $870 $2,100

revenue - New Mexico'

* Based on average cconomic value per day of big game hunting of $58.00 (Walsh et a. 1988).

" Based on NM trip-related expenditures per day of $56.81 (USFWS & Dept. of Commerce 1991b).

Based on current NM license and tag costs for residents and nonresidents and the split between resident and nonresident
deer and clk rags sold in NM.

SOURCE: Duffield and Neher (1394).

offset to some extent by positive economic impacts Adverse effects of Alt. A in the WSWRA include
but these have not been quantified. major impacts on the deer population under the low
population scenario and potentiad harm to the desert
Summary of Adverse Effects of bighorn sheep population. Lost value to hunters is
Alternative A in the projected to be as high as $7,100 per year and the

associated reduction in hunter expenditures as high
as $7,000 per year. Additionally, losses to area
ranchers due to livestock predation by wolves are
projected to average as high as $200 per year, but
these may be privately compensated.

BRWRA and the WSWRA

Adverse effects of Alt. A in the BRWRA include
projected lost value to hunters as high as $1,336,600
per year and an associated reduction in hunter
expenditures as high as $1,079,100 per year. Addi-

tionally, losses to area ranchers due to livestock Relationship Between Short-term and

predation by wolves are projected to average as high Long-term Effects and the Enhancement
as $2 1,600 per year, but these may be privately of Long-term Productivity

compensated. Some ranchers may suffer significant

losses. Predator control activities will be impacted. Losses of livestock and hunting opportunities, and
Wolves may impact the neighboring White Moun- their associated economic impacts, should be less
tain and San Carlos Apache reservations by dispers- than predicted in the short-term when wolf numbers
ing onto the reservations and preying on vauable are low, then rise to the predicted levels after

big game and livestock, until the wolves were con- achievement of the recovery area goals. Full achieve-
trolled. Predation by wolves on elk and deer that ment of the recovery objective is projected to take
migrate from the BRWRA primary recovery zone to longer-until 2005—under the Preferred Alterna-
the reservations may reduce tribal hunting and sales tive than under the other reintroduction aternatives.
of tags co non-members. This is primarily because of the high population god

for the BRWRA (100 wolves) and the fact that 10%
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of the population is expected to be removed annu-
aly for depredation control and other management
purposes (see Chap. 2, Table 2-2).

In the long term, if wolves are fully recovered
and the objectives of the Mexican Wolf Recovery
Plan have been met, the wolves may be delisted
(removed from ESA protection). If that occurs, the
wolves in the BRWRA and the WSWRA (if used)
may be managed as a game animal and furbearer by
the States of Arizona and New Mexico similar to the
way wolves are currently managed in Alaska and
Canada. The wolves would represent a potentially
valuable resource for both consumptive and non-
consumptive use.

The wild Mexican wolf will aso be an important
natural force in the regulation of prey populations
(Mech 1970). Long-term re-establishment of the
complex, age-old, highly-evolved relationship
between this top predator and its prey is considered
beneficial. It may reduce ungulate over-population
effects (see Peterson 1977), particularly for elk in the
BRWRA, including over-grazing, over-browsing,
and competition with livestock. Wolf predation
affects deer and elk populations differently than
human hunting does (Boyd et a. 1994). Wolves kill
a larger proportion of young-of-the-year, maes of all
ages, and older individuals.

The presence of the wolf will provide opportuni-
ties to observe and, through research, to understand
the dynamics of natura predator-prey-scavenger
relationships in the Southwest, that is, to learn more
about ecosystem function and productivity (see, eg.,
Murir 1944, Peterson 1977). Returning the wolf,
which may go extinct outside of zoos otherwise, will
restore a missing component of native biodiversity to
the area furthering the goals of the ESA. In conclu-
sion, wolf recovery should enhance the long-term
natural productivity of the environment.

Irreversible and Irretrievable
Commitments of Resources

From an economic perspective the only irreversible
and irretrievable commitments of resources lie with
the wolf reintroduction and management costs and
the hunter and rancher economic losses as they
occur (Duffield and Neher 1994). Reintroduction
and management costs will be more than $500,000
per year until about the year 2010 (Appendix B -
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Estimated Costs of Implementing the Alternatives).
This includes a five-year monitoring/research phase
after full achievement of the recovery area goals.
Total reintroduction and management costs are
estimated at $7,247,000 over 14 years.

Wolves could possibly take some livestock that
represent key breeding lines that might then be lost
to ranchers, but ranchers probably would not put
irreplaceable, uninsured, breeding stock out on the
open range, where they could be taken by a whole
suite of predators besides wolves. The likelihood of
key adult breeding stock being taken by wolves
appears remote, given the preference wolves show for
calves.

Cumulative Effects

Gray wolf recovery, on roughly the same scale
proposed here, has occurred in recent years in
northern Montana, Wisconsin, and Y ellowstone
National Park/Central Idaho. In none of those areas
has wolf recovery been shown to have acted cumula
tively with other federal actions to significantly
negatiyely affect the overal magnitude or nature of
any industry, socia institution, or other aspect of the
environment. (Further, as a genera observation,
analysis has found that ESA “protections offered to
threatened animals and plants do not impose a
measurable burden on development activity at the
state level... [T]he economic effects of endangered
species listings are so highly localized, of such small
scale, and short duration that they do not substan-
tially affect state economic performance in the
aggregate.” (Meyer 1995).) Nevertheless, there are
areas of potentia concern as far as negative cumula-
tive impacts in the BRWRA region in particular:

Livestock

The effects of wolf depredation on livestock likely
will be relatively minor, with a fraction of 1% of the
available livestock taken by wolves. But some ranch-
ers could be significantly affected if they suffer
multiple uncompensated depredations. The livestock
industry is cyclical and it is conceivable that wolf
recovery, aong with other negative pressures on the
industry, could contribute to significant cumulative
impacts. Chief among the other pressures are: @)
declines in beef prices, which has occurred markedly



since 1994; b) increases in production costs; C)
limitations and reductions of public land grazing,
some of which have already been proposed in parts
of the BRWRA and are mostly under appeal, and
increased costs resulting from government manage-
ment decisions, including protection of other
endangered species, e.g., the Mexican spotted owl
(USFWS 1995); and d) increases in fees for public
land grazing (see U.S. BLM 1994), although these
have decreased lately,

Other Predators

Another issue between wolf recovery and ranching is
the cumulative effect of adding another predator
into what are aready multi-predator (primarily bear,
lion, and coyote) areas. The restrictions on predator
control tools used in occupied wolf range could lead
to increased livestock depredation by the other
predators. However, considerable uncertainty regard-
ing the effect wolves will have on the other preda-
tors, and therefore on the net livestock depredation
rates, precludes quantitative analysis. As wolf popu-
lations become more dense, coyotes may be reduced
(B. Paul, USDA ADC, pers. comm.). Some evidence
exists that wolves aggressively compete with moun-
tain lions (Hornocker Wildlife Res. Inst. 1993), but
overall effects of gray wolves on lion populations
have not been documented to date. Little impact on
bear populations is expected.

Wild Prey and Hunting

The uncertainties about the eventual inter-relation-
ships among wolves and other predators relate not
only to the cumulative effect on ranchers, but aso to
the cumulative effect a new multi-predator system
will have on deer, elk, and other prey populations.
The projected impacts on the value of hunting and
hunter expenditures are the highest categories of
projected negative economic effects, nevertheless,
the cumulative effect on hunting in Arizona and
New Mexico are projected to be minor in relation to
the overall value of hunting in these states (USFWS
and Dep't of Commerce 199 1 aand 1991 b; C.
Neher, Bioeconomics, pers. comm.). Notably, the
deer population within the wolf range in northern
Minnesota has reached historically high levels, as has
the hunter take, notwithstanding the fact the wolf
population has increased steadily at the same time
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(M. Nelson, Nat'1 Biol. Survey, pers. comm.). The
prey populations are more influenced by the harsh-
ness of the winters than by wolf predation. Similarly,
weather and drought cycles should have greater
impacts on the size of ungulate populations in the
Southwest than wolf predation (Green-Hammond
1994).

As indicated in the discussion regarding impacts
on prey populations, 100 Mexican wolves on the
BRWRA would be expected in the low population
scenarios to reduce the deer and elk populations
compared to what they would be without wolves, by
22% and 17%, respectively. For the WSWRA, 20
wolves would be expected in the low population
scenario to reduce the deer population compared to
what it would be without wolves by 46%. These low
population scenarios considered negative habitat and
weather trends (Green-Hammond 1994). Neverthe-
less, if these scenarios occurred in combination with
unexpected trends, such as a prolonged severe
drought, then the long-term cumulative impacts
could be a serious decline in the prey population.
Unless corrective actions were taken, the areas could
lose their capacity to achieve the wolf population
goals.

Land Management

Deer generdly benefit from human management of
the land for forest openings with early successiona
vegetation. Logging and other clearing tends to
ultimately benefit wolves by enhancing deer habitat
(M. Nelson, Nat'1 Biol. Survey, pers. comm.). In the
BRWRA the trend has been toward less logging and
clearing, largely resulting from reductions imposed
to protect the uneven-aged forest habitat favored by
the federally-threatened Mexican spotted owl and by
the Forest Service “sensitive” northern goshawk (SW
Region USFS 1993). This closed canopy forest
provides less ungulate forage than more open areas
(U.S. BLM 1994). Also, many decades of fire
control have contributed to the dominance of
formerly open areas by woody species. Approx-
imately 125,000 acres, or about 5% of the Apache
NF, would require treatment annualy to mimic
disturbance to the ecosystem that occurred under a
more natural fire occurrence regime (Hayes 1994).
This far exceeds the current prescribed burning rate
of about 2,000 to 3,000 acres annualy (Hayes
1995). The result is a forest with a higher risk of



catastrophic crown fires that kill virtualy al trees
within a burned area.

Thus, a potential management conflict exists
between supporting wolf recovery and preserving
Mexican spotted owl and northern goshawk habitat.
Wolf recovery would not directly impact owls or
goshawks, or any other endangered species in the
area such as the spikedace, loach minnow, or Apache
trout (see Appendix D - Section 7 Consultation).
Further, this aternative imposes no requirements to
preserve wolf habitat. Nevertheless, the Forest
Service may amend the Apache and Gila Nationa
Forest Plans to reflect changes related to wolf recov-
ery. If federal or state managers choose to take such
actions to support wolves and their prey through
timber harvesting, thinning, chaining, and pre-
scribed burning (or alowing natura fires to burn),
these could indirectly affect those species. Owls and
goshawks could be affected by direct habitat ater-
ation and the protected fish could be indirectly
affected by excessive burning and other land-clearing
activities that result in stream degradation. On the
other hand, the owl management guidelines in the
Mexican spotted owl recovery plan (USFWS 1995)
are intended to provide land managers with flexibil-
ity to allow most silvicultural practices to occur,
apart from even-aged management and harvest of
large trees in key habitat areas, and to reduce exces-
sive fuel levels to abate fire risks. This flexibility is
most limited within the 100 acres surrounding owl
nest sites.

If management conflicts occur, they may be
resolved or mitigated through the interagency
cooperative wolf management plan that will facili-
tate implementation of the Preferred Alternative.
This plan will be very specific and will be distinct
from the Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan, which is a
broader guidance document.

The critical habitat designations for the loach
minnow and spikedace (which have yet to become
applicable due to legal appeals) are expected to cause
no economic impacts to private individuals and to
cause less than $20,000 of total local government
costs (Souder 1992a and 1992b). The FWS recently
released two documents related to the Mexican
spotted owl, a Recovery Plan (USFWS 1995) and an
economic anaysis for the designation of critica
habitat (Ekstrand et al. 1995) (the former largely
supersedes the economic impact scenarios in the
latter). None of the loach minnow, spikedace, or
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spotted owl studies identify any conflict or negative
inter-relationship between spotted owl recovery and
wolf recovery. Indeed, wolf recovery may contribute
positively to owl recovery by reducing overgrazing by
deer and, particularly, ek in the BRWRA (USFWS
1995). The spotted owl economic analysis indicated
that most of the negative impacts from protection
have aready occurred, brought about by listing of
the owl and associated management changes by the
Forest Service.

The owl economic analysis does identify Catron
County, New Mexico, as one of the counties most
likely to suffer a continuing reduction in Forest
Service payments due to the timber harvest reduc-
tions. Payments to county road and school funds
could be at risk (Ekstrand et al. 1995). Catron
County also is identified in this FEIS as the county
most subject to negative economic effect from
Mexican wolf recovery, athough the potential aso
exists for some economic benefits (see Regiond
Economic Impacts section, above).

On the White Sands Missile Range increased
military test activity may occur in the future, par-
ticularly as other military bases nationaly are closed
and more testing is consolidated at White Sands
(WSMR 1994). This would result in greater poten-
tial for conflict with wolf reintroduction, manage-
ment, monitoring, and research.

The cumulative public land area that BRWRA
and WSWRA managers would actually need to
temporarily close to public access to protect wolf
release pen sites, den sites, and rendezvous areas
should amount to a small fraction of one percent of
the designated wolf recovery areas. Access restrictions
would not apply to research, management, emergen-
cies, important military needs, and similar cases. It is
not expected that the limited restrictions associated
with reintroduction of nonessential experimental
wolves will act in combination with other current or
prospective governmenta restrictions so as to cause
significant hardship. No planned land uses in the
BRWRA or WSWRA, beyond those discussed
above, are anticipated to act in combination with
Mexican wolf recovery to result in cumulative
impacts.

The full potential impact of Alt. A consists of
the combined impacts of the BRWRA and the
WSWRA, if the latter is used. However, little inter-
action of effects between the two areas is expected
with the possible exception of occasional transloc-
ations of wolves,



Consequences of Alternative B

Reintroduction of Mexican wolves, classified as
nonessential experimental, into both the Blue
Range Wolf Recovery Area and the White Sands
Wolf Recovery Area primary recovery zones.
Wolves dispersing from the primary recovery
zones will be captured and returned to the pri-
mary zones or captivity.

Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area
Primary Recovery Zone

Impacts on Wild Prey of Wolves

The projected population in the BRWRA primary
recovery zone under Alt. B is 20 wolves. They will
kill prey totaling approximately 56,460 Ibs. (live
weight) annually (Parsons 1994). The deer popula
tion is projected to be between a high of 15,120 and
a low of 10,030 five years after the wolf population
reaches the goal of-20. The deer population is
projected to be 6% lower than it would be without
wolves in the high population scenario and 16%
lower than it would be without wolves in the low
population scenario. The net effect will be an esti-
mated 970 to 1,900 fewer deer than would occur
without wolves.

The elk population is projected to be between a
high of 3,580 and a low of 2,340 five years after the
wolf population reaches the goal of 20. The ek
population is projected to be 6% lower than it
would be without wolves in the high population
scenario and 13% lower than it would be without
wolves in the low population scenario. The net effect
will be an estimated 230 to 350 fewer ek than
would occur without wolves.

Notably, under the high population scenario
deer and ek populations actually increase relative to
current populations. Of course, those populations
would increase even more without wolves. Wolves
that severely impact big game populations could be
captured and moved under the experimental popula
tion rule. However, this is not projected to happen
in the BRWRA primary recovery zone (Green-
Hammond 1994).
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Conclusion: While uncertainty exists wolves likely
will not severely impact prey populaions even under
the low ungulate population scenario.

Impacts on Hunting

Under Alt. B a re-established population of wolves
in the BRWRA primary recovery zone is projected to
lead to a decline in average legal kills of deer of
between 5% and 12% in the high and low popula-
tion scenarios, respectively, and a decline in lega
kills of ek of between 5% and 9% in the high and
low population scenarios, respectively (Green-
Hammond 1994, Parsons 1994). This means that 60
to 110 fewer deer and 24 to 33 fewer ek may be
killed by hunters annualy. All these reductions will
occur in Arizona. The total expected reduction in
hunter days due to wolf reintroduction in the
BRWRA primary recovery zone ranges from 2,140
to 3,700 days (Table 4-9).

Conclusion: Hunter take may fal, with a maxi-
mum projection of 12% for deer in the greatest
impact case. Actual reductions in permits issued by
state game managers likely would occur only if
measurable herd reductions were observed.

Impacts on Livestock

After Alt. B is completed in the BRWRA primary
recovery zone and 20 wolves are distributed
throughout the area, losses are projected to be
between 0.03 and one cow per year (average: 0.5),
mostly calves (Table 4-10). This represents a range of
between 0.0003% and 0.009% annual loss of the
10,490 total cattle present in the primary recovery
zone. These projections are best estimates; rates
could be different. Ranchers may be reimbursed by
the private Defenders of Wildlife Depredation
Compensation Fund. A very few horses may aso be
taken.

From 1987- 199 1, total estimated livestock losses
(@l cattle) from existing predators averaged about
1% of permitted livestock on the Apache NF (Myers
and Baxter 1993). The projected increases in depre-
dation over these existing rates are quite small.

Conclusion: Wolves likely will take far less than
one-tenth of one percent of the cattle present. This
should not cause a measurable impact to ranching as
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Table 4-9. Estimated annual reduction of hunting five years after achievement of recovery area goals
in the BRWRA primary recovery zone under Alternative B.

Note: the low estimare is based on the “high popularion” scenario of increasing ungulate populations with high (25%)
alternate ptry use and high (50%) compensaroty mortality; the high estimate is based on the “low population” scenario of
decreasing ungulate populations. no alternate prey use, and low (17%) compensatory mortality (Green-Hammond 1994,
Parsons 1994).

Statistic Low Estimate High Estimate
Reduced elk harvest® 24 33
Reduced deer harvest® 60 110
Reduced elk hunting daysn® 440 600
Reduced deer hunting days* 1,700 3,100

a Green-Hammond 1994, Parsons 1994. Figures are rounded.

" Based on average success rate of .470 for Ariz. GMU 1 and 27 (1988-1992 statistics) and average number of days hunted
per big game hunter of 8.568 (USFWS & Dept. of Commerce 1991a).

“ Based on average success rarr of.290 for Ariz. GMU 1 and 27 (1988-1992 statistics) and average number of days huneed
per big game hunter of 8.568.

SOURCE: Duffield and Neher (1994).

Table 4-10. Estimated annual livestock depredation costs after achievement of recovery area goals in
the BRWRA primary recovery zone under Alternative B.

Average
Low Estimate High Estimate Estimate
Cattle lost 0.03 0.9 0.5
Average value per $665 $665 $665
animal®
Total lost $20 $600 $330
value/year

“Vaue based on rhe January 1994 average value of cows and caves in Arizona (DD. Dewalt, AZ Agric. Staristics Service,
pers. comm.).

SOURCE: Duffield and Neher (1994).
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a whole in the area, but some ranchers will experi-
ence losses.

Impacts on Predator Control Programs

In Arizona, an anti-trapping law (ARS 17-301 (D)),
passed in 1994, disallows use of traps and snares on
al public lands for depredation control. No addi-
tional restrictions should result from wolf recovery
in the BRWRA primary recovery zone.

Wolves may displace other predators, coyotes
and lions would most likely be affected. This poten-
tial displacement may result in temporarily higher
concentrations of the other predators in surrounding
areas. However, the ultimate impact this might have
on control needs for these predators cannot be
determined with confidence.

Impacts on Agency and Local
Government Policies and Plans

The current management focus on the Apache NF
in the BRWRA primary recovery zone should not
change significantly with the presence of wolves.
The State of Arizona's Cooperative Reintroduction
Plan resembles Alt. B in the BRWRA closely, except
that it includes areas to the north and south of the
primary recovery zone (Groebner et al. 1995) (see
discussion under Alt. A). The only county with
jurisdiction is Greenlee County and it does not have
laws in conflict with wolf recovery.

Impacts on Land Use

Wolf reintroduction under Alt. B should not signifi-
cantly impact four mgor land uses in the BRWRA
primary recovery zone: forestry, mining, recreation,
and grazing (the section above addressed livestock
depredation). No formal ESA Section 7 consultation
would be required regarding potential impacts of
land uses on nonessential experimental Mexican
wolves. The FWS’s management of this experimental
population will impose no restrictions on these
activities, with some exceptions that apply only
within the one-mile radius protected areas on public
lands around occupied pens, dens, and rendezvous
sites. Commencing operations on a new timber sale,
mine, or engaging in other “disturbance-causing
land use activities’ (see detailed definition, including
exemptions, in Appendix G - Glossary) could be
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temporarily delayed until the pen, den, or rendez-
vous site is no longer occupied (see Appendix C -
Proposed Mexican Wolf Experimental Population
Rule). The release pens will not be located near
existing or planned timber sales, mines, or develop-
ments. No involuntary restrictions will be imposed
on any private land use.

Grazing strategies could be affected by depreda
tion by wolves and by their establishment of dens
and rendezvous sites. However, the proposed rule
allows extensive flexibility in the relocation of
wolves. They could be relocated if they became
habituated to humans or human facilities, preyed on
livestock, caused magor ungulate population de-
creases, and for other reasons.

Conclusion: It is expected that any land use restric-
tions due to the reintroduction of wolves to the
BRWRA primary recovery zone will be minor.
While some activities may be inconvenienced due to
temporary access restrictions this inconvenience is
unlikely to result in mgjor economic |osses.

Impacts on Recreation

Presence of the wolf may deter some visitors from
the BRWRA primary recovery zone, but it may
atract others. The large mgjority of people surveyed
in Arizona indicated they would enjoy seeing or
hearing a wolf in the wild (Johnson 1990). The
demand for developed and dispersed recreationa
facilities in the Apache NF may increase. Protection
of release pens, wolf dens, and rendezvous sites from
disturbance may require occasional temporary access
restrictions within one-mile of the site, depending
on location and terrain.

Regional Economic Impacts

As shown in Table 4- 11, reduced hunter elk and deer
harvest in the BRWRA primary recovery zone could
result in lost benefits to hunters valued between
$123,100 to $214,800 per year. Additionaly, an
estimated $58,200 to $101,500 in hunter expendi-
tures could be lost. These projected losses likely
overstate the actual losses in Arizona. Hunters
probably will not actually hunt less overall because
of fewer deer and ek in the BRWRA primary
recovery zone, but instead turn their attention to
substitute areas or species. Also, deer and ek hunt-
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Table 4-1 1. Estimated annual reduction of hunting-related economic value and expenditures in region
five years after achievement of recovery area goals in the BRWRA primary recovery zone under
Alternative B.

Note: low and high estimates arc based on range of impacts on hunting described in Table 4-9.

Statistic Low Estimate High Estimate
Reduced value of elk and $123,100 $2 14,800
deer hunting”

Reduced expenditures $58,200 $101,500
associated with deer

and ek huntingb

Reduced hunting permit $8,000 $13,000

revenue - Arizona‘“

* Based on average economic value per day of big game hunting of $58.00 (Walsh et al. 1988).
P Based on average AZ trip related expenditures per day of $27.4 1 for deer and elk (USFWS & Dept. of Commerce

19914).

 Based on current AL license and tag costs for residents and nonresidents and the split between residenr and nonresident

deer and elk tags sold in AZ.

SOURCE: Duffield and Neher (1994).

ing in Arizona is dominated by resident hunters
(over 95%). Most of the money not spent by resi-
dents on hunting will be spent in some other sector
of the Arizona economy. Therefore, reduced resident
hunting opportunity should not result in a major
reduction in total expenditures in Arizona. However,
reduced expenditures by the 5% of nonresident
hunters would result in reduced overall expenditures
in Arizona

Hunting guides could experience a reduction in
business if fewer game are available due to wolf
predation. Some guides may add wolf-watching and
howling trips to their offerings. Because of their
locations, Clifton, in Greenlee County, and Alpine,
in Apache County, are the communities most likely
to benefit from possible increases in tourism and
recreational  visitation.

Average annual livestock losses in the BRWRA
primary recovery zone are projected to be between
$20 to $600. One fmalarea of potential change in
economic value associated with wolf reintroduction
is the value people may place on having a recovered
wolf population. While some people may attach a
value to the existence of wolves in the area, others
may vaue their absence. Some ranchers or big game

hunters, for instance, might value the absence of
wolves because they view the wolf as a potentia
threat.

The potential use and existence values (positive
and negative) associated with wolf reintroduction in
the BRWRA primary recovery zone have not been
guantified. However, the FWS found substantial net
economic benefits associated with the existence vaue
of wolf reintroduction to the Yellowstone and centra
Idaho areas (USFWS 1994).

Conclusion: Negative economic effects are pro-
jected predominantly in the lost value of hunting
and reduced hunter expenditures. These likely would
be offset to some extent by positive economic
impacts but these have not been quantified.
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White Sands Wolf Recovery Area threaten the viability of this herd of a New Mexico
Primary Recovery Zone state-listed endangered species.

Conclusion: While uncertainty exists, wolves are
unlikely to severely impact the deer population
The projected population in the WSWRA primary gnder the high population scenario, but they ae
recovery zone under Alt. B is 14 wolves. They will likely to severely impact the deer population under
kill prey totaling approximately 39,500 Ibs. (live the low population scenario, reducing the popula:
weight) annually (Parsons 1994). The deer popula- tion amost in haf (Green-Hammond 1994).

Impacts on Wild Prey of Wolves

tion in this area is projected to be between a high of Wolves aso could negamiye_ly impact the desert

5,070 and a low of 2,600 five years after the wolf bighorn sheep herd. Avoiding these negative impacts

population reaches the goal of 14. The deer popula could require extensive wolf population manage-
ment.

tion is projected to be 13% lower than it would be
without wolves in the high population scenario and
43% lower than it would be without wolves in the
low population scenario. The net effect will be an

estimated 760 to 2,000 fewer deer than would occur Under Alt. B a re-established population of wolves
without wolves. in the WSWRA primary recovery zone is projected

Wolves that severely impact big game popula- to lead to a decline in a\{erage Iegal kills of deer of
tions could be captured and moved, under the between 10% and 30% in the high and low popula

experimental population rule (Appendix C: see tion scenarios, respectively (Green-Hammond 1.994,
definition of “Impacts on game populations in ways Parsons 1994). In terms of actugl numbers of.an|-
which may inhibit further wolf recovery” in Glos- mals, 5 to 11 fewer deer are projected to be killed
sary). The greatest concern exists with the deer annualy by hunters in this lightly-hunted area. The
population and with the small herd of desert big- total expgcted reduction in hunter days due to wolf
horn sheep in the San Andres (Hubbard 1994). recovery in the WSWRA primary recovery zone
Scabies-infected desert bighorns may be vulnerable ranges from 26 to 56 days (Table 4- 12).

to predation and any additional mortality may

Impacts on Hunting

Table 4-12. Estimated annual reduction of hunting five years after achievement of recovery area goals
in the WSWRA primary recovery zone under Alternative B.

Note: the low e¢stimate is based on the “high population” scenario of an increasing deer population wirh high (50%) alternate
prey use and high (50%) compensatory mortality; the high estimate is based on the “low population” scenario of a decreasing
deer population, low ( 12.5%) alternate prey use, and low (17%) compensatory mortality (Green-Hammond 1994. Par-sons
1994).

Statistic Low Estimate High Estimate
Reduced deer 5 11
harvest®

Reduced deer 26 56

hunting days”

* Green-Hammond 1994, Parsons 1994.
P Based on 1992 success rate for GMU 19 of .39 and average number of days per hunter of ‘2.0 for the limited entry White
Sands Missile Range hunts.

SOURCE: Duffield and Neher (1994).
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Conclusion: While a high percentage of hunting
loss could result, the very small amount of hunting
that occurs in the WSWRA primary recovery zone
means that the actual reduction in hunter days in
the area will be minor.

Impacts on Livestock

No livestock are legaly present in the WSWRA
primary recovery zone; therefore, cattle losses there
are projected to be close to zero (Table 4-3, above).
However, a very few trespassing cattle could be
killed. Also, a small number of cattle could be killed
if wolves leave the primary recovery zone until the
wolves were controlled.

Impacts on Predator Control Programs

No predator control activities occur within the
WSWRA primary recovery zone, thus no impacts
will occur. However, wolves could displace other
predators resulting in higher concentrations of the
other predators in surrounding aress, a least tempo-
rarilv.

Impacts on Agency and Local
Government Policies and Plans

Because the area is predominantly managed by the
White Sands Missile Range, impacts are discussed in
the following section.

Impacts on Military Activities and Land Use

Potential impacts of Alt. B largely will be limited to
the mountainous areas where very little missile
testing or other military activity occurs. Parts of the
primary recovery zone are overlaid by the Yonder Air
Force training impact area (Fig 3-6, above), but it is
unlikely that the high altitude training that occurs
there will impact wolves, or vice versa (Bednarz
1989). Gray wolves are able to tolerate noise and
blast effects associated with heavy mining in
Minnesota, which may be comparable to testing
activities on WSMR (Mech 1993a). Further, red
wolves exist in North Carolina in and adjacent to an
Air Force and Navy training area without negative
impacts (Phillips 1993). If humans are active in an
area, the wolves likely will avoid them. If the wolves
are in danger, they can be removed. No mgor
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impacts are expected on the wolves or on the mili-
tary activities (Bednarz 1989).

Impacts on Recreation

Except for hunting, discussed above, no recreational
activities occur within the WSWRA primary recov-
ery zone, thus impacts on recreation are not ex-
pected.

Regional Economic Impacts

As shown in Table 4-13, reduced hunter deer harvest
in the WSWRA primary recovery zone could result
in lost benefits to hunters valued at about $1,500 to
$3,300 per year, after wolf re-establishment. Addi-
tionaly, an estimated $1,500 to $3,200 in hunter
expenditures could be lost. These estimated reduc-
tions likely overstate the actual losses in the region.
Hunters probably will not actualy hunt less overall
because of fewer deer in the WSWRA primary
recovery zone, but instead turn their attention to
substitute areas or species. Most of the money not
spent by residents on hunting probably will be spent
in some other sector of the state economy, but likely
not in the WSWRA region. However, reductions in
expenditures by the nonresident hunters would
result in reduced overal expenditures in New
Mexico.

Annua livestock losses are expected to be near
zero in the WSWRA primary recovery zone. Further,
no economic impacts (positive or negative) related
to changes in hunting guide use or visitor use will
occur because neither of these uses occurs within the
WSWRA primary recovery zone. Positive or negative
economic values may be associated with the exis-
tence of wolves in the area. Such values have not
been measured.

Summary of Adverse Effects of
Alternative B in the BRWRA and
WSWRA Primary Recovery Zones

Re-establishment of the Mexican wolf in the
BRWRA primary recovery zone under Alc. B is
projected to result in a reduction in economic value
to hunters as high as $214,800 per year and an
associated reduction in hunter expenditures in the
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Table 4-13. Estimated annual reduction of hunting-related economic value and expenditures in region
five years after achievement of recovery area goals in the WSWRA primary recovery zone under

Alternative B.
Note: low and high estimates are based on range of impacts on hunting described in ‘Table 4-12.

Statistic Low Estimate High Estimate

Reduced value of $1,500 $3,300
deer hunting”

Reduced expenditures $1,500 $3,200
associated with
deer hunting”

Reduced hunting permit $440 $960
revenue - New Mexico®

* Based on average economic value per day of big game hunting of $58.00 (Walsh et al. 1988).

" Based on NM rrip-related cxpenditures per day of $56.81 (USFWS & Dept. of Commerce 1991b).

* Based on current NM license and tag costs for residents and nonresidents and the split between resident and nonresident
deer and elk tags sold in NM.

SOURCE: Dutffield and Neher (1994).

region as high as $101,500 per year. Average losses than predicted in the short-term when wolf numbers

to livestock owners due to wolf predation are pro- are low, then rise to the predicted levels after

jected to be as high as $600 per year under Alt. B. achievement of the population goals. This is the

Predator control activities in the area will be af- shortest-term alternative, with completion by 200 1.

fected. Wolves may impact the neighboring White However, because neither area alone, nor both areas

Mountain and San Carlos Apache reservations by combined, meets the Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan

dispersing onto the reservations and preying on population objective, additional recovery areas

valuable big game and livestock, until the wolves would be needed.

were controlled. Predation by wolves on ek and deer The potential positive biologica and ecological

that migrate from the BRWRA primary recovery effects of wolf re-establishment would be limited by

zone to the reservations may reduce tribal hunting the small scale of this aternative. Also, the long-term

and sales of hunting permits to non-members. sustainability of the wolves would be in doubt absent
The rdatively smal WSWRA primary recovery constant supplementation of the population from

zone deer population could be severely impacted, the captive breeding program. Thus, long term

i.e, up to 43% reduction. Reduced hunter deer captive population management program costs could

harvest are projected to result in hunting value losses be higher than for Alt.s A or C.

as high as $3,300 per year, after wolf re-establish-

ment. Additionally, an estimated $1,500 to $3,200 Irreversible and Irretrievable

in hunter expenditures could be lost. Commitments of Resources

Relationship Between Short-term and From an economic perspective the only irreversible

Long-term Effects and the and irretrievable commitments of resources lie with

Enhancement of Long-term Productivity the wolf reintroduction and management costs and

the hunter and rancher economic losses as they
Losses of livestock and hunting opportunities, and occur (Duffield and Neher 1994). This aternative
their associated economic impacts, should be less aso presents the possibility of irretrievable loss of the
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wild Mexican wolf type. This would result if the
small wolf populations re-established are not
genetically, demographicaly, or otherwise sustain-
able over the long-term and they are not maintained
through constant population management, and no
other Mexican wolf reintroduction projects occur.

Reintroduction and management costs will be
on the order of $570,000 to $610,000 per year for
the BRWRA and WSWRA primary recovery zones
combined until about 2006 (this includes a five-year
monitoring/research phase after full achievement of
the recovery area goas) (Appendix B). These annual
costs are higher than those under the Preferred
Alternative, despite the smaller areas and numbers of
wolves involved here, because of the intensity of
management and control required under Alt. B and
the fact that the two areas would be used simulta-
neoudly. The total reintroduction and management
costs of Ah. B are estimated at $5,890,500, which is
less than the Alt. A total because Alt. B takes less
time to achieve.

Cumulative Effects

Cumulative effects under this aternative would be
smilar to those discussed under Alt. A, but across a
smaller scale, i.e., just the primary recovery zones.

Consequences of Alternative C

Reintroduction of Mexican wolves, classified as
endangered, into the Blue Range Wolf Recovery
Area only. Wolves will be released into the pri-
mary recovery zone and unlimited dispersal will
be allowed. Wolves will receive full protection
under the Endangered Species Act.

Introduction

Impacts discussed below should be considered the
minimum, as wolves would probably eventualy
expand to a greater area than just the BRWRA. The
actual impacts in areas outside the BRWRA are
generally identified but cannot be predicted with
confidence.

Based on consideration of public and agency
comments on the DEIS, the EIS Interdisciplinary
Team and the FWS decided to drop reintroduction
of full-endangered wolves in the WSWRA from this
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FEIS. Thus, the DEIS discussion has been eimi-
nated regarding potential impacts in the WSWRA
under Alt. C, as well as potential impacts in associ-
ated areas that were identified as likely dispersa
aress, i.e, the Organ Mountains, the Chupadera
Mesa, the Sacramento Mountains and Capitan
Mountains units of the Lincoln NF, and the
Mescalero Apache Indian Reservation.

Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area

Impacts on Wild Prey of Wolves

The projected population in the BRWRA under Ale.
C is 100 wolves. They will kill prey totalling
approximately 282,300 Ibs. (live weight) annualy
(Parsons 1994). The deer population is projected to
be between a high of 58,700 and a low of 40,200
five years after the wolf population reaches 100. The
deer population is projected to be 6% lower than it
would be without wolves in the high population
scenario and 18% lower than it would be without
wolves in the low population scenario. The net effect
will be an estimated 3,700 to 8,800 fewer deer than
would occur without wolves.

The elk population is projected to be between a
high of 16,400 and a low of 10,300 five years after
the wolf population reaches the goa of 100. The ek
population is projected to be 5% lower than it
would be without wolves in the high population
scenario and 14% lower than it would be without
wolves in the low population scenario. The net effect
will be an estimated 870 to 1,700 fewer elk than
would occur without wolves.

Notably, under the high population scenario,
deer and ek populations actualy increase (relative to
current populations) by 3% each. Of course, those
populations would increase even more without
wolves. Wolves that did severely impact big game
populations could not be captured and moved under
full ESA protection, but this is not expected to
happen in the BRWRA as a whole (Green-
Hammond 1994).

Conclusion: While uncertainty exists, wolves likely
will not severely impact prey populations even under
the low population scenario.



Impacts on Hunting

Under Alt. C a recovered population of wolves in
the BRWRA s projected to lead to a decline in
average lega kills of deer of between 5% and 13%
under the high and low population scenarios,
respectively; and a decline in lega kills of k of
between 4% and 9% under the high and low
population scenarios, respectively (Green-Hammond
1994, Parsons 1994). In terms of actual numbers of
animals, 240 to 480 fewer deer and 90 to 150 fewer
elk are projected to be killed by hunters. The total
expected reduction in hunter days due to wolf
recovery in the BRWRA ranges from 10,100 to
19,300 days (Table 4-14).

Conclusion: Hunter take may fall, with a maxi-
mum projection of 13% for deer in the greatest
impact case. Actua reductions in permits issued by
state game managers likely would occur only if
measurable herd reductions were observed.

Impacts on Livestock

After Alt. C is completed in the BRWRA and 100
wolves are distributed throughout the area, losses are
projected to be between one and 34 cattle per year
(average: 17.5), mostly calves (Table 4- 15). This
represents a range of between 0.001% and 0.04%
annual loss of the 82,620 total cattle present in the
area. These projections are best estimates; rates could
be different. Ranchers may be reimbursed by the
private Defenders of Wildlife Depredation Compen-
sation Fund. A few horses and sheep may aso be
taken.

From 1987- 199 1, total estimated livestock
losses (al cattle) from existing predators averaged
about 1% of permitted livestock on the Apache NF
(Myers and Baxter 1993). Comparable depredation
rates probably occurred on the Gila National Forest
(S. Libby, Gila NF, pers. comm.). The projected
increases in depredation over these existing rates are
quite small.

Because this aternative alows only limited
control of wolves that kill livestock, livestock depre-
dation is more likely to fall near the high range of
the projections, or even to significantly exceed the
projections, than under Alt.s A or B. This represents
a more serious potential impact on ranchers. Fur-
ther, since ranchers in the BRWRA and likely
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dispersal areas will not be permitted to harass wolves
in the vicinity of their livestock or to kill them if
they are attacking their livestock, rancher tolerance
for wolves likely will be very low, possibly resulting
in illega killing of wolves (USFWS 1994b).

Conclusion: Wolves likely will take between one
and 34 cattle per year, representing less than one-
twentieth of one percent of all the cattle present, but
the rate could go higher. This should not seriously
impact ranching as a whole in the area, but some
ranchers may experience significant losses.

Impacts on Predator Control Programs

Effects on ADC activities will be greater than for the
other reintroduction alternatives. Under Section 7 of
the ESA, techniques that could jeopardize wolves,
such as trapping, snaring, and M-44s, will be limited
or prohibited in areas that the full-endangered
wolves choose to inhabit both within and outside
the designated wolf recovery areas. However, in
Arizona, an anti-trapping law (ARS 17-301 (D)),
passed in 1994, disalows use of traps and snares on
all public lands for depredation control. While no
additional restrictions should result from wolf
recovery on public lands in Arizona, restrictions of
ADC activities on private lands are expected.

Private shooting of coyotes may be restricted if
wolves are being mistaken for coyotes and shot. In
Wisconsin, where wolves have full-endangered
status, some of the many hunters in the field during
deer hunting season have mistakenly (presumably)
shot wolves. Therefore, managers have closed coyote
hunting within occupied wolf range during this
season (Wydeven 1992). If a similar trend causes
high Mexican wolf mortalities, similar closures could
be imposed through cooperative agreements with
the state game and fish agencies.

Impacts on Agency, Tribal, and Local
Government Policies and Plans

Section 7 of the ESA requires federal agencies to
examine their proposed actions and to avoid those
that would jeopardize full-endangered wolves.
Additional habitat research and more biological
assessments likely will be needed to assess potential
impacts on wolves and their prey Vegetation
management may be needed to provide improved
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Table 4-14. Estimated annual reduction of hunting five years after achievement of recovery area goals
in the BRWRA under Alternative C.

Note: the low estumate is based on the “high population” scenario of increasing ungulate populations with high (25%)
alternate prey use and high (50%) compensatory mortality; the high estimate is based on the “low popularion” scenario of
decreasing ungulate populations, no alternate prey use, and low (17%o) compensatory mortality (Green-Hammond 1094,
Parsons 1994).

Statistic Low Estimate High Estimate
Reduced elk harvest® 90 150
Reduced deer harvest® 240 480
Reduced elk hunting days® 2,100 3,500
Reduced deer hunting days’ 8,000 15,800

* Green-Hammond 1994, Parsons 1994. Figures are rounded.

" Based on average success rate of .3366 for New Mex. GMU 15, 16, 2 1, 22, 23, and 24 (1988-1992 statistics for ¢lk;
1989- 1992 satistics for deer) and Arizz. GMU 1 and 27 (1988- 1992 statistics) and average number of days hunted per big
game hunter of 7.787 (average of AZ and NM weighted by number of hunter-s) (USFWS and Dep'c of Commerce 1991a anti
1991b:.

* Based on average success rate of .2385 for vw Mex. GMU 15, 16, 21, 22. 23, and 24 (1988- 1992 satistics for clk;
1989- 1992 datistics for deer) and Arizz. GMU 1 and 2 {1988- 1992 datistics) and average number of days hunted per big
game hunter of 7.787 (average of AZ and NM weighted by number of hunters).

SOURCE: Duftield and Neher (1994).

Table 4-15. Estimated annual livestock depredation costs after achievement of recovery area goals in
the BRWRA under Alternative C.

Average
Low Estimate High Estimate Estimate
Cattle lost | 33.9 17.5
Average value $638 $638 $638
per animal®
Total lost $640 $21,600 $11,200

value/year

“Value based on the average of the January 1994 average value of cows and calves 1n Arizona (D). Dewalr, AZ Agric.
Statistics Service, pers. comm.) and the February 1994 average value of cows and calves in New Mexico (R. Nedom, NM
Agric. Statistics Service, pers. comm.).

SOURCE: Duffield and Neher (1994).
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ungulate habitat if low ungulate availability limits
wolf recovery. This could include increasing timber
harvesting, prescribed burning, and other steps to
provide open habitat with shrubs, grasses, and forbs
generally favored by deer and elk. The Forest Service
likely would be required to amend the Apache and
Gila Nationa Forest Plans to reflect changes neces-
sary to accommodate full-endangered wolf recovery.
The most significant topics of possible amendments
include Grazing Use, Timber Volume, Vegetation
Management Practices (especialy fire) and Acres
Treated, and management for multiple endangered
species. Generaly, these changes would serve to
enhance ungulate prey and to prioritize management
for wolves in relation to the other “multiple uses’ of
the forests.

Federa agency management of livestock grazing
may need revision to reduce significant negative
impacts on prey populations and to reduce livestock
depredation and the associated potential for illegal
killings. Also, federal agencies with permitting
authority over private actions that could jeopardize
wolves could be compelled under Section 7 to
disallow such actions under the ESA. (Notably, even
for full-endangered status species, such instances
have been rare (Barry et a. 1992).)

With respect to state and local governments the
same potential conflicts exist as under Alt. A. How-
ever, under Alt. C the FWS would have less flexibil-
ity to accommodate state, local, tribal, and other
concerns, Direct federal involvement in state-run
hunting programs likely would meet with significant
agency and hunter opposition. The potential im-
pacts on state, local, and tribal governments will be
broader if wolves disperse out of the BRWRA and
WSWRA; these are addressed under the discussion
of Impacts in Likely Dispersal Areas, below.

Impacts on Land Use

Case-by-case consultations on proposed land use
changes that may affect wolves would be needed
under Section 7 of the ESA; it is premature to say
that the potential impacts under Alt. C would be
minor. Wolf reintroduction is not expected to
significantly impact three of the four major land uses
in the BRWRA: forestry, mining, and recreation
development. Nevertheless, the FWS’s management
of this full-endangered population could impose
more restrictions on these activities, including on
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private land, than under the nonessential experimen-
tal designation. Commencing or continuing opera
tions on a timber sale, mine, or development could
be delayed during the spring denning season if
wolves denned in the immediate area. Timber
harvesting generally benefits wolves by maintaining
shade-intolerant vegetation favored by ungulates
preyed on by wolves (Thiel 1988). Further, wolves
in Minnesota are able to tolerate noise and blast
effects associated with logging and heavy mining
(Mech 1993a). Mech (1993b) has also pointed out
that low density development for homes, recre-
ational facilities, power lines, and so on do not deter
wolf recovery.

With respect to the fourth maor land use in the
area, grazing management could be affected by
depredation by wolves and by their establishment of
dens and rendezvous sites. Unlike under Alt.s A and
B, which alow extensive flexibility in the relocation
of wolves, little flexibility would exist under Alt. C.
If depredations lead to illega killings of wolves then
restrictions on grazing may be imposed. Further,
measures imposed under Section 7 consultations to
mitigate potential long-term ecological impacts of
grazing could be significant. These could include
reductions in grazing where it is shown to negatively
affect the deer and elk populations necessary for wolf
recovery. However, these outcomes have not oc-
curred in other regions where threatened or endan-
gered wolves have recovered.

Conclusion: It is expected that land use restrictions
due to the reintroduction of full-endangered wolves
to the BRWRA will be relatively minor. But the
potential is highest under this aternative for major
land use restrictions to protect wolves and their
natural prey.

Impacts on Recreation

Presence of the wolf may deter some visitors from
the BRWRA, but it may attract others. The large
majority of people surveyed in Arizona (Johnson
1990) and New Mexico (Biggs 1988; see Duda and
Young 1995) indicated they would enjoy seeing or
hearing a wolf in the wild. The demand for devel-
oped and dispersed recreational facilities in the
BRWRA region may incresse.



Protection of release pens, dens, and rendezvous
sites from disturbance by visitors may require
temporary access restrictions within one-mile of the
site, depending on location and terrain. However,
wolves tend to den in secluded areas in the spring
prior to the peak visitation periods, so little impact
on hiking, hunting, or other activities should result.

Conclusion: Wolf reintroduction is expected to
cause increased visitation to the BRWRA and to
require minor temporary restrictions on human

access to particular areas as necessary to prevent

harm to the wolves.
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Regional Economic Impacts

As shown in Table 4-16, reduced hunter elk and deer
harvest in the BRWRA could result in lost benefits
to hunters in the region valued from about
$582,800 to $1,119,200 per year after re-establish-
ment of full-endangered Mexican wolves. Roughly
34% of these lost benefits would occur in Arizona
and 64% in New Mexico. Additionaly, an estimated
$470,700 to $902,700 in hunter expenditures could
be lost. About 20% of the reductions would occur in
the Arizona portion of the region and 80% in the
New Mexico portion. (New Mexico bears a greater
share of the expenditure reduction because it has a

Table 4- 16.

Estimated annual reduction of hunting-related economic value and expenditures in region

five years after achievement of recovery area goals in the BRWRA under Alternative C.

Note: low and high estimates are based on range of impacts on hunting described in Table 4-14.

Statistic Low Estimate High Estimate
Reduced value of elk $582,800 $1,119,200
and deer hunting”

Share by State of AZ - $198,150 AZ - $380,530

reduced hunting value

NM - $384,650

NM - $738,670

Reduced expenditures $470,700 $902,700
associated with deer

and elk hunting”

Share by State of reduced AZ - $94,140 AZ - $180,540
hunter expenditures NM - $376,560 NM - $722,160
Reduced hunting permit $41,100 $75,900
revenue - New Mexico*

Reduced hunting permit $14,100 $26,300

revenue - Arizona“

' B wed on average economic vaue per day of big game hunting of $58.00 (Walsh et al. 1988).
" Based on average AL and NM trip related expenditures per day of $46.38 for deer and $48.60 for elk (weighted by
number of hunters)(USEWS and Dep't of Commerce 1991a and 1991b).
B ised on current AL and KM license and tag costs for residents and nonresidents and the split between resident and

nonresident deer and ek tags sold in A% and NM.

SOURCE: Duffield and Neher ( 1994).
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higher percentage of nonresident hunters than
Arizona and thus a higher average hunter expendi-
ture per day.)

These estimated reductions likely overstate the
actua losses in Arizona and New Mexico. Hunters
probably will not actually hunt less overall because
of fewer deer and ek in the BRWRA, but instead
turn their attention to substitute areas or species.
Deer and ek hunting is dominated by resident
hunters (over 96% in Arizona and 74% in New
Mexico). Most of the money not spent by residents
on hunting likely would be spent in some other
sector of the state economy, but likely not in the
BRWRA region. However, reductions in expendi-
tures by the 4% to 26% of nonresident hunters
would result in reduced overal expenditures in
Arizona and New Mexico. Hunting guides could
experience a reduction in business if fewer game ate
available due to wolf predation. Some guides may
add wolf-watching and howling trips to their offer-
ings.

Average annual livestock losses in the BRWRA
under Alt. C are projected to be between $640 to
$2 1,600 after wolf re-establishment. These could
have a mgjor impact on a few economicaly margina
ranchers if adequate funds are not available to
compensate them.

The potential use and existence values (positive
and negative) associated with wolf reintroduction in
the BRWRA have not been quantified. However, the
FWS found substantial net economic benefits
associated with the existence value of wolf
reintroduction to the Yellowstone and central ldaho
areas (IJSFWS 1994b).

Conclusion: Negative economic effects are pro-
jected predominantly in the lost value of hunting
and reduced hunter expenditures. These likely would
be offset to some extent by positive economic
impacts but these have not been quantified.

Impacts in Likely Dispersal Areas

San Carlos Apache Reservation

The San Carlos reservation contains extensive
suitable wolf habitat that, if fully occupied, would

likely support 20 to 30 wolves. They could cause
adverse impacts on the game populations and
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resulting reductions in hunting, athough these have
not been modelled.

Wolves could take some of the older trophy bull
ek for which the tribe received $57,000 each for
three hunting permits in 1994. The larger bull ek
will be in a depleted condition during the fall and
winter because of the rigors of the rut, frequently
isolated from other elk. This makes them vulnerable
to predation. Wolves would be less likely to take a
bull ek in prime condition. However, wolf depreda
tion on some older trophy animals could adversely
impact the number of high-value permits the tribe
could issue and the prices the tribe could obtain for
them. Also, wolf predation on breeding cow ek and
the younger age classes may negatively impact the
recruitment of bulls into the trophy class.

If a decrease in ek migrating onto the reserva
tion is detected by the San Carlos game managers,
the first adjustment to hunting seasons would be
removal of certain non-member ek permits, which
amounted to $45,000 in total revenue to the tribe in
1994-95 (Brown 1995). In addition, a rough wolf
predation model for the San Carlos Apache reserva
tion prepared by Brown (1995) examined severa
scenarios for wolf impacts on deer, ek, and cattle
and the resulting costs to the tribe. For the case of
30 wolves eventualy inhabiting the reservation
(which the FWS considers at the high range), Brown
found that costs in lost deer, ek, and cattle would
range between approximately $4,100 and $17,500
annualy. (This modelling effort did not include lost
value of hunting to the hunters themselves nor did it
consider lost hunting expenditures in the region.)

Big game hunting is one of the magor income
sources (through permit fees, guide costs, and hunter
expenditures) on this reservation. The other major
source is livestock grazing. Depredation rates are
already considered high and are probably aggravated
by the low degree of livestock management. Many
cattle die on the open range resulting in large
amounts of carrion available for scavenging. The
addition of another major predator with full-endan-
gered species status could cause a marked increase in
the amount of depredation, particularly if wolves are
conditioned to feeding on cattle through scavenging
opportunities (Bjorge and Cunson 1985).

If livestock depredation occurred regularly, as
appears likely, the nature of the ownership of most
of the cattle would make depredation compensation
problematic. Many cattle are unbranded and differ-



ent family brands are intermixed so that even if a
branded cow was killed by wolves, if the brand was
not preserved the owner could not be determined.
Unless some general compensation approach to the
cattle association on whose land the depredation
occurred was agreed to by the tribe and the Defend-
ers of Wildlife, some wolf depredations may simply
go uncompensated. The San Carlos Apaches have
the lowest median household income and the
highest percentage of people living below the pov-
erty level of any area discussed in this FEIS (see
Table 3-7, above). The importance of livestock
income together with the big game hunting income
means that the already economically margina San
Carlos Apaches could be more heavily impacted by
Mexican wolf reintroduction than people in any
other area. Deer, ek, and turkey hunting aso have a
high value to the tribe for food as well as recreationa
value. Potential adverse impacts from wolf dispersal
out of the BRWRA would be exacerbated by the fact
that up to 90% of the tribal elk hunting and 50% of
the tribal deer hunting occurs within 10 miles of the
BRWRA primary recovery zone.

Other impacts could occur. The action would
conflict with the Triba Council resolution opposing
wolf recovery. Some recreational and other land use
restrictions may be imposed under Section 7 of the
ESA to avoid jeopardizing the full-endangered wolf
population and restrictions on depredation control
activities may be needed. Implementing and enforc-
ing such restrictions, and preventing illegal killing of
wolves, would present potential conflicts with tribal
sovereignty unless cooperative agreements on these
issues are achieved. Also, dispute exists about the
extent to which negative impacts that the tribe may
suffer, e.g., loss of trophy bull elk, would require
compensation under the federa government’s trust
responsibility to the tribes. On the other hand, the
potential positive impacts of wolf recovery discussed
for the BRWRA, i.e, increased tourism, existence
value, and long-term ecological balance, could result
on the San Carlos Apache reservation as well.

White Mountain Apache Reservation

The reservation contains extensive suitable wolf
habitat that, if fully occupied, would likely support
20 to 30 wolves. They could impact the game
populations and resulting reductions in hunting,
athough these have not been modelled.
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The impacts on the White Mountain Apache
reservation should be qualitatively similar to those
discussed on the San Carlos reservation. However,
the White Mountain Apaches have higher incomes
overall and are less dependent on hunting and
livestock revenues than the San Carlos Apaches;
therefore the relative significance of negative eco-
nomic impacts from wolf recovery should be less.
More of the tribe's income is derived from timber
and recreation, which recovery of full-endangered
wolves may impact in the form of temporary clo-
sures but should not seriously impact. Big game
hunting may be reduced. About twice as much
revenue, over $1 million, is generated by non-
member big game hunts on this reservation as on the
San Carlos reservation. Trophy bull ek hunting
accounts for the vast mgjority of the hunting. rev-
enue. (The discussion about the vulnerability and
potentialy lower recruitment of bull elk on the San
Carlos Apache Reservation aso applies here)) Wolf
depredation of trophy animals could impact the
number of trophy elk permits issued and the prices
charged for these permits.

The cattle associations could be affected because
caf production aready is low; however, few com-
mercial sales of calves occur. Livestock roam year-
round over much of the reservation and the owner-
ship of individua livestock is not adways determi-
nable. Large amounts of carrion could be available to
the wolves. Anima damage control methods to
reduce depredations may need to be restricted.

Temporary access restrictions may be needed to
protect the wolf dens and rendezvous sites that could
be affected by the relatively high rate of use for
logging and outdoor recreationa activities. The
tribe’s ski area probably will not be affected, as
temporary restrictions around denning sites in the
spring likely will not overlap with winter recreation.
The tribe's economic development plan to expand
passive recreation and retail and service businesses
would not be impacted by fully-protected wolves.
The discussion on potential conflicts with tribal
sovereignty in the San Carlos Apache section apply
here also.

The action would conflict with the Tribal
Council resolution opposing wolf recovery. Addi-
tional conflicts may result from the Tribal Council
resolution prohibiting most federal and state agency
access to the reservation for scientific and wildlife
management purposes. It is anticipated that a



cooperative management agreement would be
needed to avoid conflicts. The potential positive
impacts of wolf recovery discussed for the BRWRA,
i.e., increased tourism, existence value, and long—
term ecological balance, could result on the White
Mountain Apache reservation as well.

Lakeside Ranger District,
Sitgreaves National Forest

Impacts on deer, dk, livestock grazing, and other
activities should be comparable here to those in the
BRWRA, in proportion to the number of wolves
that may occur. Likely the greatest potential‘conflict
would occur in the form of land use restrictions
under Section 7 of the ESA because of the high leve
of recreational and vacation use in the Pinetop-
Lakeside and Show Low areas. Closing trails or back-
country roads during denning season and, perhaps,
limiting conversion of Forest Service land to private
land in key wolf-use areas may be necessary to afford
the wolves full-endangered protection.

San Mateo Mountains Unit,
Cibola National Forest

Impacts on deer, ek, livestock grazing, and other
activities should be comparable here to those in the
BRWRA, in proportion to the number of wolves
that may occur. Recreational use is relatively light so
few conflicts should occur.

Summary of Adverse Effects of
Alternative C in the BRWRA
and Likely Dispersal Areas

Adverse effects of Alt. C after wolf re-establishment
in the BRWRA include lost value to hunters as high
as $ 1, 119,200 per year and an associated reduction
in hunter expenditures as high as $902,700 per year.
Additionally, average losses to area ranchers due to
livestock predation by wolves are projected to be as
high as $2 1,600 per year, but these may be privately
compensated. Wolves may impact the neighboring
White Mountain and San Carlos Apache reserva-
tions by dispersing onto the reservations and preying
on valuable big game and livestock. Predation by
wolves on elk and deer on and near the reservations
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could reduce tribal hunting and sales of hunting
permits to non-members.

Restrictions on predator control activities and
potentially-disturbing land uses will be imposed.
There is generaly a greater likelihood of adverse
effects and restrictions occurring, exceeding those
projected, as a result of the lower management
flexibility under Section 7 of the ESA.

Relationship Between Short-term and
Long-term Effects and the Enhancement
of Long-term Productivity

Losses of livestock and hunting opportunities, and
their associated economic impacts, should be less
than predicted in the short-term when wolf numbers
are low, then rise to the predicted levels or above
after achievement of the recovery area goas. Wolf
recovery to a population level that meets the 1982
Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan objective in the
BRWRA is projected to occur in a shorter term—
five yearsunder this aternative than under any
others. Cost savings in the captive breeding program
should result. However, athough the wolves will be
more protected legaly, enforcement difficulties and
local sentiment against the wolves may result in a
high rate of illega killings that could impede wolf
recovery. Extensive law enforcement efforts may be
necessary to attempt to reduce illegal killings. This
would, of course, increase the costs. It is not clear,
however, that increased enforcement efforts actualy
would be able to reduce illegal killing of wolves in
remote areas.

If Mexican wolf reintroduction is successful
under this aternative the long-term result could be
very widespread effects. The recovered population
could eventually range over thousands of sguare
miles of suitable habitat outside the designated
recovery area such that the negative and positive
impacts described above would occur on a larger
scale, roughly correlated with the wolf population
size. Because much of the land outside the BRWRA
is private or tribal land, the potential for conflict
with non-federal land management goals would be
high.



Irreversible and Irretrievable
Commitments of Resources

From an economic perspective the only irreversible
and irretrievable commitments of resources lie with
the wolf management costs and the hunter and
rancher economic losses as they occur (Duffield and
Nehtr 1994). Reintroduction and management costs
will be on the order of $550,00 to $590,000 per year
for the BRWRA until about 2006 (this includes a
five-year monitoring/research phase after full
achievement of the recovery area goal) (Appendix B).
The total reintroduction and management costs of
Ale. C are estimated at $5,692,000, which is less
than the Alt. A total because Alt. C takes less time to
achieve.

The ranchers losses would be highest under this
alternative and some marginal ranching operations
might be forced out of business. The likelihood of
depletion of the Defenders of Wildlife Depredation
Compensation Fund is highest here, athough the
reversibility of such a situation is unclear.

The reductions that wolves are projected to cause
in the prey populations would likely only be revers-
ible if the wolf population was reduced through
illega killing or higher natural wolf mortality due to
lack of a prey base (adthough the wolves could switch
their choice of primary prey if it was depleted, eg.,
from deer to €k). Due to the lack of flexibility to
remove wolves ro assist the recovery of potentialy
severely impacted prey populations, the potential
exists for a major decline in those herds, although
this is considered unlikely.

Cumulative Effects

Cumulative effects would include those discussed,
above, under the Preferred Alternative (Alt. A),
which should be referred to. In addition, the full-
endangered status of the wolves under Alt. C could
create serious management complications. A key
vegetation management issue will have to be con-
fronted for the BRWRA in planning for the overal
effects of wolf reintroduction on the prey popula
tions and on the ecosystem. That is, at least for the
Apache NF, the genera long-term vegetation trends
appear unfavorable for ungulates and wolves (Hayes
1 995). This area historically had far more open,
unforested areas than exist today and the trend is
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toward an even more heavily forested situation.
(Also, local perceptions that this situation was caused
by federally-imposed protections for the Mexican
spotted owl and other threatened and endangered
species has resulted in a “backlash” against them (L.
Allen, Coronado NF, pers. comm.).)

Deer generaly benefit from forest openings with
early successional vegetation; thus, active logging
and other clearing ultimately benefit-s wolves by
enhancing deer habitat (M. Nelson, Nat’'l Biol.
Survey, pers. comm.). In the BRWRA the trend has
been toward less logging and clearing, largely result-
ing from reductions imposed to protect the uneven-
aged forest habitat favored by the federally-threat-
ened Mexican spotted owl and by the Forest Service
“sengitive” northern goshawk (SW Region USFS
1993). This closed canopy forest provides less
ungulate forage than more open areas (U.S. BLM
1994). Also, many decades of fire control have
contributed to dominance of woody species in
formerly open areas. Approximately 125,000 acres,
or about 5% of the Apache NF, would require
treatment annually to mimic disturbance to the
ecosystem that occurred under a more natura fire
occurrence regime (Hayes 1994). This far exceeds
the current prescribed burning rate of about 2,000
to 3,000 acres annually (Hayes 1995). The result is a
forest with a higher risk of catastrophic crown fires
that kill virtually al trees within a burned area.

Thus, a potential management conflict exists
between supporting wolf recovery and preserving
Mexican spotted owl and northern goshawk habitat.
Wolf recovery would not directly impact owls or
goshawks, or any other endangered species in the
area such as the spikedace, loach minnow, or the
Apache trout (see Appendix D - Section 7 Consulta-
tion). But indirectly managing to favor wolves and
their prey through such actions as silvicultural
treatment, tree thinning, chaining, and prescribed
burning (or alowing natural fires to burn) could
affect those species. Owls and goshawks would be
affected by direct habitat alteration and the pro-
tected fish could be indirectly affected by excessive
burning and other land-clearing activities that result
in stream degradation. On the other hand, the owl
management guiddines in the Mexican spotted owl
recovery plan (USFWS 1995) are intended to
provide land managers with flexibility to allow most
silvicultural practices to occur, apart from even-aged
management and harvest of large trees in key habitat



areas, and to reduce excessive fud levels to abate fire
risks. This flexibility is most limited within the 100
acres surrounding owl nest sites. Yet, wolf recovery

may contribute positively to owl recovery by reduc-
ing overgrazing by deer and, particularly, ek in the

BRWRA (USFWS 1995).

Consultation between the Forest Service and the
FWS would be necessary to avoid actions favoring
Mexican wolves that jeopardized the other endan-
gered species. Also, these actions would be managed
to minimize potentia taking of wolves themselves,
e.g., by fire. The ultimate effect likely will be greater
need for hiological impact assessments of proposed
management actions. A carefully-planned manage-
ment partitioning of the Apache and Gila NF
landscape so as to provide the optimum distribution
of required habitat to meet the life-history needs of
all protected species in the area may be necessary (see
Hansen et a. 1993). Site-specific planning efforts
would assist the Forest Service in describing desired
future conditions necessary to support outputs from
the land (Hayes 1995). This would also provide
background information for the Apache and Gila
Forest Plan amendment process.

Needed studies and planning efforts likely would
lead to additional costs and delays initially, but
taking a proactive approach may reduce future costs
and delays that would result from case-by-case
analyses of impacts on a single endangered species
basis. Mexican wolf recovery (under any aternative)
likely would stimulate more of an ecosystem ap-
proach in the management of these multiple endan-
gered species areas. This fits with the recent FWS
policy emphasis on cooperative, ecosystem-wide
recovery planning (Beattie et al. 1994). Put suc-
cinctly, this means (Beattie et a. 1994, citing Clark
and Zaunbrecher 1987):

“Management of natural resources using
systemwide concepts to ensure that al plants and
animals in ecosystems are maintained at viable levels
in native habitats and basic ecosystem processes are
perpetuated indefinitely.”
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Consequences of Alternative D:
No action.
Introduction

Under this “no action” alternative, no impacts are
expected in the BRWRA or WSWRA as no wolves
will be reintroduced. The most likely areas for
possible natural wolf recolonization are closer to
Mexico, that is, southwestern New Mexico, south-
eastern Arizona, and Big Bend National Park.
However, if Mexican wolves somehow did eventualy
naturally recolonize the BRWRA or WSWRA, they
would have full-endangered status. The conse-
guences would be similar to those described under
the Consequences of Alr. C, the reintroduction of
wolves with full ESA protection.

Uncertainty exists regarding whether wild
Mexican wolves survive in Mexico, whether they will
recolonize the U.S. areas under consideration, and, if
so, when and in what numbers. It appears likely that
“no wolves’-and no impacts-will occur under this
alternative. Thus, the value of quantitative modelling
of impacts is limited. Impacts are discussed qualita-
tively only and should be considered highly
speculative.

The Potential Natural
Recolonization Areas

Southeastern Arizona

Impacts on Wild Prey of Wolves-Both white-
tailed and mule deer occupy the probable typical
habitat for Mexican wolves in southeastern Arizona,
from Madrean evergreen woodlands to chaparra and
semi-desert grassands. Javelina are abundant and
could provide a secondary diet for wolves. If wolf
recolonization occurs, the projected maximum
population in the southeastern Arizona potential
natural recolonization area would be 30 wolves.
Given the rdatively sparse deer population in the
area, this number of wolves could exert a major
impact on the deer. Thus, the ultimate carrying
capacity of the area for wolves may be less than
initially projected. Also, wolves could impact the
small population of Chihuahuan pronghorns (listed
by Arizona as threatened) in the area. The Fort



Huachuca herd, in particular, is currently heavily
impacted by coyote predation on fawns that ADC is
attempting to hold in check. The presence of full-
endangered wolves might not only result in more
fawn predation, but also could limit the tools ADC
could use in its control efforts. On the other hand,
wolves might reduce the numbers of coyotes.

Impacts on Hunting.—If Mexican wolves did
disperse to the area from Mexico, wildlife managers
would need to re-examine and possibly adjust
hunting and ungulate management to reflect
changes in prey mortality caused by wolves.

Impacts on Livestock.-If natural recolonization
happens, some losses of the 37,400 cattle in the area
would be expected. Ranchers may be reimbursed by
the private Defenders of Wildlife Depredation
Compensation Fund.

Impacts on Predator Control Programs.-Because
federa ADC ectivities in the Coronado NF south of
Interstate 10 have been very limited, the effects of
wolves on ADC activities would be minimal. Be-
cause naturaly recolonizing wolves would be fully
protected as endangered the ADC may need to
consult with the FWS under Section 7 of the ESA
regarding ad hoc requests from livestock owners to
control predators, as well as from Fort Huachuca
Techniques that could jeopardize wolves, such as
trapping, snaring, and M-44s could be limited or
prohibited in occupied wolf range. However, in
Arizona, a new anti-trapping law passed in 1994
disalows use of traps and snares on al public lands
for depredation control. Private taking of wolves
would be illegal; private use of traps might be
restricted if necessary to reduce the risk of illegaly
taking a wolf and private shooting of coyotes might
be restricted if wolves were being mistaken for
coyotes and shot.

Mexican wolves dispersing into the area could
compete with coyotes, black bears, mountain lions,
and bobcats. This competition could reduce or
displace populations of these predators, but the
extent of such competition cannot be predicted with
confidence.

Impacts on Agency and Local Government
Policies and Plans.—The Forest Service goals of
enhancing ecosystem diversity and restoring range-
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lands would be consistent with management for
wolves under this aternative, primarily because they
may enhance ungulate populations. However,
management to protect full-endangered wolves
might impact the management of public land
livestock grazing, pursuant to consultations with the
FWS under Section 7 of the ESA. Grazing practices
might need revision to reduce livestock depredation
and the associated potential for illegal killings of
wolves. Such steps could include, for example,
seasonal removal of livestock from key areas and
requiring changes in husbandry to produce a more
controlled calving situation such as calving near the
ranch headquarters and controlled breeding to
produce a more uniform caving period. (However,
these outcomes have not occurred in other regions
where threatened or endangered wolves have recov-
ered.) The Coronado NF plan likely would need
amending to enhance management for ungulate prey
and to prioritize management for wolves in reation
to the other uses of the forest.

Impacts on Land Use and Milijtary Activities.—
Natural wolf recolonization under Ah. D should not
affect the major land uses in the Coronado NF area
mining and recreational and vacation development
(grazing is discussed above). Restrictions probably
would not be imposed on these activities, with one
exception. Commencing operations on a mine,
development, or other disturbing activity could be
delayed during the spring denning season or summer
rendezvous season if wolves established a den or
rendezvous site in the immediate area. However,
wolves in Minnesota are able to tolerate noise and
blast effects associated with mining (Mech 1993a).
Mech (1993b) aso has pointed out that wolf recov-
ery need not conflict with low density development
for homes, recreationa facilities, power lines, and so
on.

Fort Huachuca conducts few military tests or
maneuvers in the mountainous areas. Wolf recovery
likely would not pose a mgjor conflict with the Fort's
activities.

Impacts on Recreation.-Visitor access by trail or
road might be limited or temporarily blocked in the
vicinity of an active den or rendezvous site. Roads
might be closed to reduce illega killings if they
occur. Visitor use might increase. If so, the demand
for recreational facilities could increase.



Regional Economic Impacts.-The large sector of
the population in southeastern Arizona that relies
economically on Fort Huachuca would not be
affected by naturally recolonizing wolves, nor would
businesses and trade associated with the heavily-used
Nogales border crossing. Natura recovery of the
Mexican wolf in southeastern Arizona likely would
cause some economic losses to livestock owners and
lost hunting value and hunter expenditures. Benefits
associated with reintroduction might accrue due to
the positive value many Arizonans would place on
the existence of wolves in the state (Johnson 1990).
The tourism industry could benefit if visitors come
to the area to view or hear wolves.

Southwestern New Mexico

Impacts on Wild Prey of Wolves-If natural
recolonization occurs, the projected maximum
population in southwestern New Mexico would be
20 wolves. Their prey would consist primarily of
mule deer and some Coues white-tailed deer, javeli-
na, and pronghorn. Some concern exists regarding
wolf predation on Gould's wild turkeys and white-
sided jackrabbits, listed as endangered by the State of
New Mexico, but mgor effects on these species are
not expected (Hubbard 1994).

Impacts on Hunting.—If Mexican wolves did
disperse to the area from Mexico, wildlife managers
would need to re-examine and possibly adjust
hunting and ungulate management to reflect
changes in prey mortality.

Impacts on Livestock.-If natural recolonization
happens, some losses of the 23,500 cattle in the area
would be expected. Ranchers may be reimbursed by
the private Defenders of Wildlife Depredation
Compensation Fund.

Impacts on Predator Control Programs.— Because
ADC has aready agreed to limit its use of tech-
niques that could jeopardize wolves in southwestern
New Mexico, such as trapping, snaring, and using
M-44s (Fowler-Propst 1993), there should not be
additional impacts if wolves do, in fact, recolonize.
Private taking of wolves would be illegal; private use
of M-44s and traps may be restricted if necessary to
reduce the risk of illegally taking a wolf and private
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shooting of coyotes might be restricted if wolves
were being mistaken for coyotes and shot.

Mexican wolves dispersing into the area might
compete with coyotes, black bears, mountain lions,
and bobcats. This competition could reduce or
displace populations of these predators, but the
extent of such competition cannot be predicted with
confidence.

Impacts on Agency and Local Government

Policies and Plans.—Management to protect full-
endangered wolves might impact the management of
public land livestock grazing. Grazing practices
might need revision to reduce livestock depredation
and the associated potential for illega killings of
wolves. Such steps could include, for example,
removal of livestock from key areas and requiring
changes in husbandry so as to reduce open-range
calving. (However, these outcomes have not oc-
curred in other regions where threatened or endan-
gered wolves have recovered.) The Coronado NF
plan likely would need amending to enhance man-
agement for ungulate prey and to prioritize manage-
ment for wolves in relation to the other uses of the
forest.

Hidalgo County’s ordinance prohibiting the
release of non-resident canids would not conflict
with wolf management under this aternative be-
cause wolves would be naturally recolonizing. The
county development plan’s emphasis on economic,
mineral, and recreational opportunities should not
conflict with management of full-protected wolves.

Impacts on Land Use.—Other than potential
restrictions on grazing management and some road
closures, few land use restrictions are likely. How-
ever, the high proportion of private land in the area
compared to the other areas addressed in this FEIS
means that government managers probably would
face greater difficulty in implementing the minor
temporary land use restrictions needed to protect
wolf dens and rendezvous sites from disturbance
than would be the case on public lands.

Impacts on Recreation.—Few developed recreational
facilities exist. Visitor use of the Coronado NF lands
might increase if wolves attract them. If so, the
demand for developed and dispersed recreationa
facilities may increase.



Regional Economic \mpacts.-Wolf recolonization
in southwestern New Mexico likely would result in
some economic losses to livestock owners and lost
hunting value and hunter expenditures. Benefits
associated with reintroduction might accrue due to
the positive value many New Mexicans place on the
existence of wolves in the state (Biggs 1988; Duda
and Young 1995) and with increased visitation to
the area.

Big Bend National Park

Impacts on Wild Prey of Wolves-If wolves recolo-
nized Big Bend National Park, some reductions in
prey populations, primarily white-tailed deer, mule
deer, and javelina, could result. Little data exists
regarding these populations. Mech (199 1) noted
that none of the severa long-term studies conducted
in hunting-free U.S. and Canadian national parks
have shown wolves to severely impact populations of
their prey.

The projected maximum population in the park
under this dternative would be five wolves. White-
tailled deer and javelina might be more available as
prey than mule deer because the Chisos Mountain
habitat of white-tailed deer and javelina overlaps
with the likely preferred wolf habitat.

Impacts on Hunting.-Hunting in the park is
prohibited. Hunting might be affected outside the
park if wolves dispersed into nearby areas, such as
Big Bend State Natural Area and Black Gap Wildlife
Management Area, where hunting is the primary
management emphasis.

Impacts on Livestock.—No livestock are legally
present in the park. However, a very small number
of cattle trespassing from Mexico could be killed.
Also, wolves might range out into ranch areas
outside the park and take a very small number of
cattle there.

Impacts on Predator Control Programs.—No
predator control activities occur within park bound-
aries. Coyote control does take place on surrounding
private ranches. If endangered Mexican wolves
recolonize the park, predator control programs on
these ranches could be restricted if necessary to
reduce the risk of illegally taking a wolf and private
shooting of coyotes may be restricted if wolves were
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being mistaken for coyotes and shot. Wolves dispers-
ing into the park might compete with coyotes, black
bears, mountain lions, and bobcats, especially in the
Chisos Mountains, where all four predators occur.
This competition could reduce or displace popula-
tions of these predators, but the extent of such
competition cannot be predicted with confidence.

Impacts on Agency and Local Government

Policies and Plans.—Under Ah. D, Mexican wolves
dispersing into the park would receive full protec-
tion under the Endangered Species Act. The Na
tional Park Service would be required to formally
consult with the FWS to determine whether pro-
posed park activities would likely jeopardize the
continued existence of the wolves. The park’s mis-
sion, to manage for recreation and conservation of
scenic, natural, wildlife and historical resources, is
consistent with wolf recovery. Park plans such as trail
upgrading might need to be dtered or limited if they
affect wolves, but this is unlikely. Interpretive ser-
vices aso might need to accommodate increased
visitor demand to see or hear wolves first-hand.
Management of the 560,900 acres being considered
for wilderness designation would not change, as
designation would be consistent with wolf protec-
tion.

The Texas statutory prohibition against possess-
ing, transporting, receiving, or releasing live wolves
into the state (Tex. Parks and Wild. Code Ann.

§ 63. 1 04) would not apply to naturaly recolonizing
wolves. Further, the Texas endangered species statute
(Tex. Parks and Wild. Code Ann. § 68.001) sup-
ports wolf recovery.

Conclusion: Major impacts on agency policies and
plans are not expected, but some changes in park
plans might be necessary.

Impacts on Land Development.—If visitor use
increases because of the presence of wolves, a greater
demand for recreational facilities could ensue.
Increased development could result both in the park
and in nearby aress.

Impacts on Recreation.—Wolves probably would
attract the public. The initiation of a wolf interpre-
tive program could lead to enhanced visitor use. In
Algonquin Provincial Park, Ontario, Canada, about
60 public howling sessions have been conducted



since 1963 (except 1966-68), with 74,250 visitors
participating through 1992 (averaging about 1,200
per session) (Strickland 1992). Prince Albert, Riding
Mountain, and Jasper National Parks in Canada aso
have successful wolf howling programs, athough on
a smaller scale than those in Algonquin.

Visitor interactions with wolves in the Chisos
Mountains could occur, due to the high concentra-
tion of visitor use in this area, especially during the
summer months and holidays. Visitor access by trail
or road might need to be limited or temporarily
blocked to avoid disturbance of wolf dens and
rendezvous sites. However, disturbance by visitors in
the desert regions of the park is unlikely because of
the low concentration of visitors and limited accessi-
bility, and because wolves probably would not prefer
these aress.

Conclusion: Wolf recolonization could result in
increased visitation to the Big Bend National Park
and could require minor temporary restrictions on
human access to particular areas as necessary to
prevent harm to the wolves.

Regional Economic Impacts.—If wolves attracted
more visitors to the park, especidly if the park
initiates a specia interpretive program, demand for
concessionaire services such as dining, lodging, and
gift items could increase. Such an increase might
contribute to Brewster County economically, where
the park already is the largest employer, by increas-
ing employment and visitor expenditures.

Summary of Adverse Effects of
Alternative D in the Three Potential
Natural Recolonization Areas

Deer in southeastern Arizona are the most likely
prey group to be impacted by recolonizing wolves.
In addition, natura recolonization could result in
economic losses to livestock owners in southwestern
New Mexico and southeastern Arizona. Losses of
hunting value and hunter expenditures could occur.
Redtrictions on land use and predator control
activities could be imposed in recognition of the
wolves full-endangered status.

Natural recolonization in Big Bend National
Park would have fewer adverse effects than any of
the areas or alternatives discussed in this FEIS. The

4-43

Environmental Consequences

very low projected numbers of wolves, the absence
of livestock and hunting, and park management
objectives consistent with wolf recovery would
preclude the main impacts that could occur else-
where.

Relationship Between Short-term and
Long-term Effects and the Enhancement
of Long-Term Productivity

Under this aternative, no short-term effects would
occur except for program costs because no indication
exists that Mexican wolves will naturally recover in
the foreseeable future. Over the longer term, the
same types of potential adverse and beneficial effects
could occur that arise under the other full-ESA
protection alternative (Ah. C). However, the no
action aternative has the highest likelihood that no
long-term environmental effects will result at al, if
natural wolf recolonization does not happen.

Irreversible and Irretrievable
Commitments of Resources

From an economic perspective the only irreversible
and irretrievable commitments of resources would
lie with the wolf program and management costs
and any hunter and rancher economic losses as they
occurred (Duffield and Neher 1994). In Appendix B
these costs are presented based on two reasonable
scenarios. wolves do not recolonize (the status quo)
and wolves recolonize one of the areas. In the first
case annual costs for the Mexican Wolf Recovery
Program would continue at about $150,000 per
year. In the second case, monitoring, management,
and other needs would cause annua costs to increase
to about $218,000 per year. Due to uncertainty
regarding the period of time over which these
scenarios might occur, if at al, no total costs are
estimated.

This alternative sguarely presents the prospect of
an irreversible and irretrievable loss of the wild
Mexican wolf type. Maintenance of the captive
population over several more generations, without
natural selection pressures but with domestication
pressures, may result in an animal too far removed
from the wild type to be suitable for reintroduction.
Risks of disease, possible future genetic problems,
lack of zoo space, costs, and other factors could lead



to the permanent loss of the subspecies, if no addi-
tiona Mexican wolves are discovered in the wild.

Cumulative Effects

Cumulative effects under this alternative are too
diffkult to predict with any confidence. If wolves do
not recolonize, obviousy no cumulative effects can
be described. If they do recolonize, depending on
where and how, the types of cumulative effects
described under Alt. C might occur.
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CHAPTER 5
Consultation and Coordination

Development of the
Proposal and the Draft
and Final Environmental

Impact Statements

The FWS-the lead agency-and cooperating
agencies compiled a variety of information in order
to systematically analyze the potentia impacts of
aternative approaches to re-establishing Mexican
wolves. Needed information was identified and
collected during and after the scoping process.
Public scoping occurred in 199 1 and 1992. The
FWS held four public meetings attended by a total
of over 838 people, a which a tota of 65 comments
were presented. The meetings were followed by a
written comment period, during which the FWS
received 1,342 written comments. The results of the
scoping process are summarized in Chap. 1,

Table I-I.

Qualitative and quantitative data were gathered
on Mexican wolf biology, ecology, and history;
species of special concern; potential wild prey of
wolves, including deer, ek, javdina, pronghorn,
bighorn sheep, exotic ungulates, and small mam-
mals; livestock predators such as coyotes, bears, and
mountain lions; predator control activities; land
ownership, use, and management, including military
activities; grazing, forestry, mining, and recreational
activities; and regional economies and populations.
The information came from many sources, including
federal, tribal, state, and local agency files, personal
communications, on-site visits, scientific literature,
and experts analyses. Wolf biologists, predator
control experts, economists, resource managers,
livestock producers, wildlife biologists, and others
were consulted.

The FWS contracted with the Center for Wild-
life Law at the University of New Mexico School of
Law to coordinate the EIS process and to be primari-
ly responsible for drafting the document. The FWS
then asked cooperating federal agencies to appoint a
representative to an interdisciplinary (ID) team to
oversee the writing of the EIS (see List of Preparers).
Also, representatives were sought as consultants from
the Arizona and New Mexico Departments of Game

and Fish and from the potentialy affected tribes.
The ID team oversaw the formulation of the Pro-
posed Action (including the proposed Mexican Wolf
Experimental Population Rule - Appendix C), the
wolf recovery dternatives, and the analysis of their
impacts.

The ID team met ten times during the develop-
ment of this EIS, beginning in April, 1993. Also,
FWS and Center for Wildlife Law staff attended
many informal meetings with representatives of the
potentially affected public, loca governments,
agencies, and organizations to discuss the EIS
process and to obtain background information. A
mailing list was compiled that nhow has over 6,000
individuals and organizations. Regular status reports
on the progress of the EIS and Mexican wolf recov-
ery were sent to those on the mailing list.

Consultants were contracted for technical
analyses. These were Katherine Green-Hammond of
Albuquerque, New Mexico, a prey population
modeler, and John Duffield and Chris Neher of
Bioeconomics, a natural resources economics con-
sulting firm in Missoula, Montana. Also, two expert
surveys were conducted, one on livestock depre-
dation and the other on wild prey impacts.

All of the information was compiled at the
Center for Wildlife Law. The FWS, the ID team
members and their agencies, the Mexican Wolf
Recovery Team, and other potentially affected
agencies contributed to, reviewed, and revised the
internal EIS drafts prepared at the Center for Wild-
life Law. The FWS had fina approva authority over
the entire draft and fina EISs.

Concurrently with preparation of the DEIS by
the FWS, the State of Arizona developed a “Coop-
erative Reintroduction Plan for the Mexican Wolf in
Arizona’ (Groebner et a. 1995). The FWS cooper-
ated in this effort. The FWS aso has attempted to
cooperate with the local governments that may be
affected. The FWS has requested information
relevant to drafting the EIS, held meetings with
individual county officials, invited county represen-
tatives to ID team meetings as consultants, made
background information available, held a joint DEIS
public comment meeting with one county that



requested it, and reviewed and responded to com-
ments and studies prepared by county consultants.

The DEIS was released in June, 1995. Review
comments on it are responded to at the end of this
chapter. The Public Comment Summary document
includes a full recounting of hearings and open
houses that the FWS held on the DEIS.

Notice

The FWS has fina sole responsibility for the con-
tents of this EIS. Participation or review by represen-
tatives of other agencies does not imply concurrence,
endorsement, or agreement to any recommenda
tions, conclusions, or statements in this document.

Agencies, Organizations, and
Persons Sent the DEIS for Review

Copies of the DEIS were provided to federal, state,
and local agencies, Native American tribes, busi-
nesses, interest groups, and other organizations listed
below that could be affected by the fina decision,
and to all contributors to the writing of this docu-
ment. These individuals and organization are aso
being sent the FEIS, as are other individuals and
organizations that requested it, as well some others
that the FWS determined should receive it. A
limited number of additional copies of the FEIS are
available, upon request. Also, copies are being
provided to public libraries, listed below, in cities
and towns throughout the potentially affected areas
in Arizona, New Mexico, and Brewster County,
Texas.

Federal Agencies

Council on Environmental Quality
Director, Information Office

Department of Agriculture
Secretary of Agriculture
APHIS Anima Damage Control
Director, Western Region
State Directors - Arizona, New Mexico, Texas
Forest Service
Regiona Forester, Southwest Region
Supervisor, Apache-Sitgreaves National Forest
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Cibola National Forest

Coronado National Forest
Supervisor, Gila Nationa Forest
Supervisor, Lincoln National Forest

Director, Jornada Experimental Range

Supervisor,
Supervisor,

Department of the Army

Commander, Fort Bliss Army Reserve Facility and
Air Defense Artillery Center

Commander, Fort Huachuca Army Garrison

Commander, Holloman Air Force Base

Commander, White Sands Missile Range

Department of the Interior
Secretary of the Interior
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Office of Director
Area Director, Albugquerque
Bureau of Land Management
Office of Director
State Directors - Arizona, New Mexico, Texas
Fish and Wildlife Service
Office of Director
Regiona Director, Region 2
Ecological Services Field Offices -
Arizona, New Mexico, Texas
Manager, Bosque del Apache
National Wildlife Refuge
Manager, San Andres National
Wildlife Refuge
Manager, Sevilleta National
Wildlife Refuge
National Biological Survey
Office of Director
National Park Service
Office of Director
Regiona Director, Southwest Region
Regiona Director, Western Region
Superintendent, Big Bend National Park
Superintendent, Chiricahua National
Monument
Superintendent, Coronado National Memorial
Superintendent, Gila Cliff Dwellings
National Monument
Superintendent, White Sands National
Monument

Environmental Protection Agency
Director, Office of Federa Activities
Regiona Director, Region 8, Denver, Colorado



National Aeronautics and Space Administration
Director, White Sands Test Facility

State Department
Ahmed Meer, Science Office,
U.S. Embassy, Mexico City

State Agencies

State of New Mexico

Office of Governor

Commissioner, State Land Office

Director, Department of Agriculture
Director, Department of Game and Fish
New Mexico State House of Representatives
New Mexico State Senate

President, University of New Mexico
President, New Mexico State University
President, Western New Mexico University

State of Arizona

Office of Governor

Arizona State House of Representatives
Arizona State Senate

Director, Department of Agriculture
Director, Department of Game and Fish
President, Arizona State University
President, University of Arizona

Tribal Governments

Chairman, Mescalero Apache Tribe
Chairman, San Carlos Apache Tribe
Chairman, White Mountain Apache Tribe

Government of Mexico

Biol. Javier de la Maza, Direccién
General de Aprovechamiento

Ecologico de los Recursos Naturalts,

Ingtituto Nacional de Ecologia

County Governments

County Managers, Boards of Supervisors,
and County Commissions

Apache County, Arizona

Cochise County, Arizona

Gila County, Arizona
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Graham County, Arizona
Greenlee County, Arizona
Navagjo County, Arizona
Pima County, Arizona

Santa Cruz County, Arizona
Catron County, New Mexico
Dofia Ana County, New Mexico
Grant County, New Mexico
Hidalgo County, New Mexico
Lincoln County, New Mexico
Otero County, New Mexico
Sierra County, New Mexico
Socorro County, New Mexico
Brewster County, Texas

Courtesy copies of the DEIS and FEIS were also
provided to all members of the United States
Congress that represent the potentially affected
areas in Arizona, New Mexico, and Texas.

Senator Jon Kyl, Arizona

Senator John McCain, Arizona

Rep. Jm Kolbe, Arizona

Rep. Ed Pastor, Arizona

Senator Jeff Bingaman, New Mexico
Senator Pete Domenici, New Mexico
Rep. Joe Skeen, New Mexico

Senator Phil Gramm, Texas

Senator Kaye Bailey Hutchinson, Texas
Rep. Henry Bonilla, Texas

Businesses and Organizations

AAZPA Conservation Center
Bethesda, MD

Albuquerque Wildlife Federation
Albuquerque, NM

Alpine Chamber of Commerce

Alpine, AZ

Alpine Golf Properties
Alpine, AZ

Anima Defense Council, Inc.
Tucson, AZ

Arizona Wildlife Federation
Mesa, AZ

Arizona Trail Riders
Phoenix, AZ

Arizona Cattle Growers Association
Phoenix, AZ



Arizona Wool Producers Association
Phoenix, AZ

Arizona Nature Conservancy
Tucson, AZ

Arizonans for Wildlife Conservation
Yuma, AZ

Blue River Cowbells
Blue, AZ

Board of Tourism
Springerville, AZ

Coadlition of AZ/NM Counties
Catron County, Glenwood, NM

Coalition of AZ/NM Counties
Lincoln County, Carrizozo, NM

Coalition of AZ/NM Counties
Socorro County, Socorro, NM

Coalition of AZ/NM Counties
Apache County, Eager, AZ

Codlitron of AZ/NM Counties
Greenlee County, Clifton, AZ

Coalition of AZ/NM Counties
Sierra County, Truth or
Consequences, NM

Coadlition of AZ/NM Counties
For Stable Economic Growth
Glenwood, NM

Cochise-Graham Cattle Growers Assn
Pearce, AZ

Committee of Wilderness Supporters Inc.

Las Cruces, NM

Coronado Scenic Trail Association
Clifton, AZ

Davis Mountains Trans-Pecos
Heritage Association
Alping, TX

Defenders of Wildlife
Northern Rockies Field Office
Missoula, MT

Defenders of Wildlife,
Southwest Field Office
Tucson, AZ

Defenders of Wildlife
Washington, D.C.

Dona Ana County Sportsman
Association
Las Cruces, NM

Eastern Counties Organization
Clifton, AZ

Fundacion Chihuahuense de la Fauna
Chihuahua, Chihuahua, Mexico
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Gila Valley Natural Resources
Conservation District
Safford, AZ

Gila Watch
Silver City, NM

Gila Archery Association
Silver City, NM

Greenlee County Cattlegrowers
Clifton, AZ

Hannagan Meadow Lodge
Alpine, AZ

Holistic Management Institute
Albuquerque, NM

Hotchkiss Sawmill & Lumber Co.
Silver City, NM

Instituto de Ecologia, Unidad Durango
Durango, Durango
Mexico

International Wolf Center
Ely, MN

Malpais - Borderlands Project
Douglas, AZ

Maricopa Audubon Society
Phoenix, AZ

Mexican Wolf Codlition of Texas
Spring, TX

Mexican Wolf Codition
Albuquerque, NM

National Audubon Society
Boulder, CO

National Audubon Society
New Mexico Office
Santa Fe, NM

Native Ecosystems
Tucson, AZ

New Mexico Wool Growers, Inc.
Roswell, NM

New Mexico Wool Growers
Yeso, NM

New Mexico Farm &

Livestock Bureau

Las Cruces, NM
New Mexico Cattle Growers
Association

Albuquerque, NM

New Mexico Land Use Alliance
Silver City, NM

Northern Arizona Audubon Society
Sedona, AZ



People for the West
Sacramento Mountains Chapter
Weed, NM

Precison Pine & Timber, Inc.
Heber, AZ

Preservation of Caballo Mountains
Truth or Conseguences, NM

Preserve Arizona s Wolves
Phoenix, AZ

Proteccion de la Fauna
Mexicana A.C.
Centro Sdltillo
Coahuila, Mexico

Public Lands Action Network
Santa Fe, NM

Reidhead Brothers Lumber Mill
Nutrioso, AZ

Region 1 Guide Ass'n
Alpine, AZ

Round River Conservation Studies
College of Santa Fe
Santa Fe, NM

Sierra Club
Southwest Regional Office
Phoenix, AZ

Sierra Club Rio Grande Chapter
Las Cruces, NM

Sky Idand Alliance
Tucson, AZ

Southwest Center for Biodiversity
Phoenix, AZ

Southwest Regional Director
Native American Fish and
Wildlife Society
Albugquerque, NM

Stone Forest Industries
Eagar, AZ

Sportsman’s Voice
Springerville, AZ

Texas Sheep and Goat Raisers Ass'n
San Angelo, TX

The Nature Conservancy
Santa Fe, NM

The Wildlife Society
Bethesda, MD

The Wildlife Society, AZ Chapter
Phoenix, AZ

The Wildlife Society, NM Chapter
Las Cruces, NM

Consultation and Coordination
The Wildlands Project
Tucson, AZ
Trail Riders
Magdalena, NM
Tucson Rod & Gun Club
Tucson, AZ
Western States Public Land Coalition
Safford, AZ
Western New Mexico Houndsman Ass’'n
Reserve, NM
White Mountain Chamber of Commerce
Springerville, AZ

Public Libraries

Benson Public Library

Benson, AZ

Cochise County Library
Bishee, AZ

Copper Queen Library
Bishee, AZ

Clifton-Greenlee County Public Library
Clifton, AZ

Douglas Public Library
Douglas, AZ

Duncan Public Library
Duncan, AZ

Globe Public Library
Globe, AZ

Hayden Public Library
Hayden, AZ

Holbrook Public Library
Holbrook, AZ

Huachuca City Public Library
Huachuca City, AZ

Larson Memoria Public Library
Lakeside, AZ

Miami Memorial-Gila County Library
Miami, AZ

Nogales City-Santa Cruz County Library
Nogales Public Library
Nogales, AZ

Patagonia Public Library
Patagonia, AZ

University of Phoenix
Learning Resources Services Center
Phoenix, AZ

Pima Public Library-Graham County
Pima, AZ



Safford City-Graham County Library
Safford, AZ

Apache County Library
Saint Johns, AZ

San Carlos Public Library
San Carlos, AZ

Show Low Public Library
Show Low, AZ

Sierra Vista Public Library
Sierra Vista, AZ

Snowflake Town Library
Snowflake, AZ

Round Valley Public Library
Springerville, AZ

Tempe Public Library
Tempe, AZ

Tombstone Reading Station
Tombstone, AZ

Arizona State Museum Library
University of Arizona
Tucson, AZ

Tucson-Pima Library
Tucson, AZ

University of Arizona Library
Tucson, AZ

Whiteriver Public Library
Whiteriver, AZ

Else S. Hogan Community Library
Willcox, AZ

Young Public Library
Young, AZ

Alamogordo Public Library
Alamogordo, NM

New Mexico State University at
Alamogordo Library
Learning Resource Center
Alamogordo, NM

Albuquerque-Bernalillo County Public
Library System
Albuguerque, NM

Hatch Public Library
Hatch, NM

Holloman Air Force Base Library
Holloman AFB, NM

Thomas Branigan Memorial Library
Las Cruces Public Library
Las Cruces, NM

New Mexico State University Library
Las Cruces, NM
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Lordsburg-Hidalgo Library
Lordsburg, NM
Village of Reserve Library
Reserve, NM
Ruidoso Public Library
Ruidoso, NM
College of Santa Fe
Fogelson Library Center
Santa Fe, NM
The Public Library
Silver City, NM
Western New Mexico University
Miller Library
Silver City, NM
Socorro Public Library
Socorro, NM
Truth or Consequences Public Library
Truth or Consequences, NM
United States Army Post Library
White Sands Missile Range, NM
Alpine Public Library
Alping, TX
Sul Ross State University
Bryan Wildentha Memorial Library
Alping, TX

List of Preparers

The draft and fina EIS were prepared by the Center
for Wildlife Law, University of New Mexico, under
the supervision of the Mexican Wolf Recovery
Program, Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 2. People
who contributed substantially are listed below.
Others too numerous to list provided information
on various subjects.

Mexican Wolf EIS
Interdisciplinary Team

Larry &-Regional Mexican Wolf Coordinator,
Coronado National Forest. B.S. in Forestry, Stephen
F. Austin State University, 1960. Range, Watershed,
Timber, and Ecosystems Staff Officer, Coronado
National Forest, 1979-present. Extensive experience
in wildlife, range, watershed, timber, and fire man-
agement on seven national forests in New Mexico
and Arizona, including assignments as District
Ranger and National Forest Staff Officer.



Jim Bailey—Assistant Division Chief, Conservation
Services, New Mexico Department of Game and
Fish. B.S. in Forestry, Michigan Technological
University. M.S. and Ph.D. in Wildlife Biology,
State University of New York College of Forestry.
Past positions include Professor, Colorado State
University, Instructor, University of Montana, and
Research Biologist, lllinois Natural History Survey.

Ceci/ Brown-Wildlife Biologist, Recreation and
Wildlife Department, San Carlos Apache Tribe. B.S.
in Wildlife Management, Colorado State University,
1965. San Carlos Apache Tribe, Wildlife Manage-
ment Biologist, 1992-present. ldaho Department of
Fish and Game, Conservation Officer and Research
Biologis t, 1969- 199 1. Range Management Depart-
ment, Oregon State University, 1968- 1969, research
on range inventory techniques and analysis of range
resources. U.S. Geological Survey, Cartographer,
1958-1963.

John Caid—Assistant Director, Game and Fish
Department, White Mountain Apache Tribe. B.A. in
Business Administration (1974), B.S. in Biology
(1978), and Graduate Studies (1978- 1979), Univer-
sity of Arizona. Biologist, White Mountain Apache
Tribe Game and Fish Department, 1979-1988.
Apache trout recovery team member, 1979-present.

Lindy R. Ford-Electronics Engineer, White Sands
Missile Range. B.S. in electrica engineering, Texas A
& M University, 1970. Project Engineer, White
Sands Missile Range.

Jim Gonzales—Assistant Division Chief, Division of
Wildlife, New Mexico Department of Game and
Fish. B.S. in Wildlife Management (1974) and M.S.
in Biology (1982), Eastern New Mexico University.
Southwest Area Wildlife Manager with NMDGF,
1983-1986. Bobcat Research Biologist with
NMDGF, 1978-1 983. Public Affairs Officer with
NMDGF, 1975- 1976. NMDGF Wildlife District
Officer, 1974- 1975 and | 976- 1977.

Dan Groebner—Arizona Game and Fish Depart-
ment, Wolf Biologist. B.S. in Wildlife, Biology and
Resource Management, University of Wisconsin-
Stevens Point, 1983. M.A. in Biology, Northern
Michigan University, 199 1 (studied 24-hour move-
ments of Minnesota wolves). Wolf Biologist for the
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Arizona Game and Fish Department, 1994 to
present. Field Course Instructor for the Internationa
Wolf Center, 1987- 1993. Educationa Coordinator
of the International Wolf Center, 1988-1991.
Principal Investigator of Earthwatch Wolf Tracking
Project in Wisconsin and Minnesota, 1985-1993.
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources Timber
Wolf Project, 1982- 1984.

Frank Hayes-District Ranger, Clifton Ranger
Digtrict, Apache-Sitgreaves National Forest. B.S. in
Wildlife Science, New Mexico State University,
1973. M.S. in Range Science, University of ldaho,
1978. Wildlife Biologist with Cibola Nationa
Forest, 1988-199 1. District Range/Wildlife staff on
Guadadlupe Ranger District, Lincoln National Forest,
1980- 1988. Range Conservationist with BLM,
1976- 1980. Fire and helicopter management with
Apache National Forest, 1974-1976.

Peter Jenkins—Program Manager, Ingtitute of
Public Law, University of New Mexico School of
Law. Mexican Wolf EIS Coordinator and Principal
Author; Interdisciplinary Team Leader, under
contract with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. B.A.,
Hampshire College, 1979. ].D. cum laude, Univer-
sity of Puget Sound School of Law, 1983. Masters in
Environmental Studies, School of Forestry and
Environmental Studies, Yae University, 1990. U.S.
Congress Office of Technology Assessment, policy
analyst, 1990-1992. Private law practice in Sesttle,
WA, emphasizing environmental and land use law,
1984- 1989. Coordinator, Washington Wolf Project,
1985-1989.

Terry Johnson-Chief of Nongame and Endangered
Wildlife, Arizona Game and Fish Department. B.S.
in Zoology, Centra State College, Oklahoma, 1969.
M.S. in Ecology, Stephen F. Austin State University,
Texas, 197 1. Pre-doctora studies in Ecology and
Evolutionary Biology, University of Arizona, 1971-
198 1. Various positions in biological consulting,
1975- 1982. Coordinator of the Arizona Natura
Heritage Program for The Nature Conservancy and
the State of Arizona (1979- 1983). Nongame Chief
at Arizona Game and Fish since 1983. Member of,
or advisor to, various endangered species recovery or
management teams, etc. Fellow, Arizona-Nevada
Academy of Sciences.



David R. Parson.-Mexican Wolf Recovery Coordi-
nator, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, B.S. in Fisher-
ies and Wildlife Biology, lowa State University,

1969. M.S. in Wildlife Biology, Oregon State
University, 1975. Various positions, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, 1975-present. Duties included
natural resource management coordination, environ-
mental impact analysis and mitigation, research
grant administration, and endangered species
recovery.

Richard Phillips—State Director, U.SD.A. Animal
Damage Control. Arizona State Director, APHIS-
ADC, 1992-present. 25 years experience in animal
damage control, first with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and later with U.S.D.A.-APHIS-ADC.

Greg Schmitt-Endangered Species Biologist, New
Mexico Department of Game and Fish. B.S. in
Wildlife Science, New Mexico State University,
1971: M.S. in Wildlife Science, New Mexico State
University, 1973. New Mexico Department of Game
and Fish, 1974 to present. Duties have included
working with nongarne wildlife, with emphasis on
endangered species, throughout New Mexico (13
years) and working on waterfowl, sandhill cranes,
and upland game species (7 years).

Daisan Taylor-Senior Wildlife Biologist, Environ-
mental Services Division, Directorate of Environ-
ment and Safety, U.S. Army White Sands Missile
Range. B.S. in Wildlife Management/Biology,
University of Wisconsin-Stevens Point, 1976. M.S.
in Wildlife Science, Purdue University, 1978.
Wildlife Speciaist Il with Arizona Game and Fish
Department, 1980- 1982. Held present position
since 1982, with emphasis on threatened and endan-
gered species issues and Endangered Species Act
compliance.

Consultants

Wendy Brown-Wildlife Biologist, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service. Coordinating public information
and education program and other facets of the
Mexican Wolf Recovery Program.

John Duffield—FEconomist, Bioeconomics,
Missoula, MT. Professor of Economics, University of
Montana. Analyzed economic impacts.

Consultation and Coordination
Steven H. Fritts—Wolf Scientist, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service. Provided wolf biology and manage-
ment expertise.

Adele Girmendonk—Wildlife Biologist, Arizona
Department of Game and Fish. Conducted research
on wolves and Arizona wildlife.

Kathleen Grassel—Graphics Specididt, Ingtitute of
Public Law, University of New Mexico. Provided
graphics assistance.

Kate Green-Hammond-Consultant in ecosystem
modelling. Provided prey base computer modelling
analysis.

Ray Gurule—Mapping Specidist, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service. Provided al map figures.

M a& Johnson-Veterinarian, Y ellowstone National
Park, WY. Veterinary review.

Patrick Morrow—DBiologist, White Sands Missile
Range. Provided game data and hunting informa-
tion.

Chris Neher—FEconomist, Bioeconomics, Missoula,
MT. Anayzed economic impacts.

Dan Pletscher—Associate Professor in Forestry,
University of Montana. Provided information on
wolves and prey impacts.

Miriam Wolok—Staff Attorney, University of New
Mexico School of Law, Ingtitute of Public Law.
Research Anayst. Conducted research and wrote
portions of the DEIS.

Mexican Wolf Recovery Team

Larry Allen-Regiona Wolf Coordinator, Coronado
National Forest.

Javier de la Maza—Direccion General,
Aprovechamiento Ecologico de los Recursos Natu-
raes, Ingtituto Nacional de Ecologia, Mexico.

Steven H. Fritts—Wolf Scientist, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service.



Phil Hedrick-Department of Zoology, Arizona
State University.

Terry Johnson—Nongame and Endangered Wildlife
Coordinator, Arizona Department of Game and
Fish.

David R Parsons-Mexican Wolf Recovery Coordi-
nator, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

Mike Phillips—Yellowstone National Park Wolf
Recovery Coordinator, National Park Service.

Greg Schmitt-Endangered Species Biologist, New
Mexico Department of Game and Fish.

Peter Siminski--Mexican Wolf Species Survival
Plan Coordinator, Arizona-Sonora Desert Museum.

Technical Experts Surveyed

The FWS surveyed various experts on technical
issues related to potential wolf impacts on livestock
and wild prey. The respondents were:

Livestock Impacts

Larry Allen, U.S. Forest Service, Arizona
Paul Bouche, U.S. Forest Service, New Mexico
Ceci/ Brown, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Arizona
John Cuaid, White Mountain Apache Tribe, Arizona
Phil Clifton, Arizona Cattlegrowers Association
Gary Davis, U.S. Forest Service, Arizona
John Fowler, New Mexico State University
Steve Frits, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Montana
Mike Fusco, New Mexico Cattlegrowers Association
John Gunson, Fish and Wildlife Service,
Alberta, Canada
Jerry Holochek, New Mexico State University
Mike Howard, Bureau of Land Management,
New Mexico
John Mac&, Nationa Park Service, Wyoming
Roy McBride, Ranchers Supply, Inc., Texas
David Mech, National Biological Survey, Minnesota
Curt Mullis, US DA Anima Damage Control,
New Mexico
Carter Niemeyer, USDA Anima Damage Control,
Montana
Gary Nunley, USDA Animal Damage Control, Texas
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Bill Paul, USDA Anima Damage Control,
Minnesota

Rick Phillips, USDA Anima Damage Control,
Arizona

George Ruyle, University of Arizona

Alan Savory, Holistic Management, Inc.,
New Mexico

Wild Prey Impacts

Warren Ballard, University of New Brunswick,
Canada

Lou Carbyn, Canadian Wildlife Service,
Alberta, Canada

Todd Fuller, University of Massachusetts

David Mecbh, National Biological Survey, Minnesota

Francots Messier, University of Saskatchewan,
Canada

Mike Nelson, National Biological Survey, Minnesota

Paul Pagquer, University of Alberta, Canada

Rolf Peterson, Michigan Tech University

Dan Pletscher, University of Montana

Jon Rachael, 1daho Department of Game and Fish

Participants in DEIS Open
Houses and Public Hearings

The following individuals participated in the open
houses and public hearings held on the DEIS:

Arizona Game and Fish Department:

Dan Greebner, Terry Johnson

New Mexico Department of Game and Fish:

Jim Bailey, Eddie Bennett, Greg Schmitt

U.SD.A. Animal Damage Control:

Richard Phillips

U.S. D.A. Forest Service:

Larry Allen, Frank Hayes, Sandy Knight,

Andrea Martinez

U.S.D.I. Fish and Wildlife Service

Charles Ault, Wendy Brown, Nick Chavez, Dom
Ciconne, George Divine, Yvonne Fernandez, Scott
Heard, Mark Johnson, John Keeler, Ken Kessler, Mike
Lucckino, Susan MacMullin, Colleen McNerney, Doug
McKenna, Kathy Granillo, Bill Myer, Bud Oliveira,
David Parsons, Cindy Schroeder, Steve Spangle Greg
Stover, Hans Stuart

University of New Mexico:

Peter Jenkins, Mimi Walok



White Sands Missile Range:

Daisan Taylor

Hearing Officer:

Lotarzo Ortega

Hearing Court Reporters:

Steve Brenner, Caroline Chapman, and
Shannon Stevenson
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Comments on the DEIS
and FWS Responses

Attached are the letters, with FWS responses, from
agency, government, tribal, and legidative
commenters on the DEIS. That is followed by a
summary of comments on the DEIS received from
the public, aso with FWS responses.



Agency et al. Comments and Responses

Responses to Agency, Government, Tribal,
and Legislator Comments

Introduction

Below are the reproduced comment letters on the DEIS from federa, state, and tribal agencies, mem-
bers of the United States Congress, state legidators, and local governments. The FWS responses are
given in the right column. Generadly, if a comment has aready been raised and responded to in the
Public Comment Summary, or in response to a previous official’s letter, it is not responded to a second
time. Issues that are legal or policy based, or are unrelated to the DEIS, are generally not responded to.

@

ADC WesisirRegiona: Otuce

Unus 1 States, Anmal ana Animal Dariage
Oeparment ol Piant Healtt Contred fgg‘i"’v‘:"‘sl;‘""‘:d?:‘
A wture E::(r_:on Low o ag2os
RECEVED
[ AG Ciotober 30 200%
L
£¥Vh

U osh ard Waldhfe Service

Meten Wali b crontmencal Impaci Statzment | eam:
Pus O ce Bow 1306

Aibauuerque. New Mexico £7103

Too Whem It Ma. Concern

<ommente from USDA. Anunal Plant and iealth Inspection Service. Animal
progeam tADC) concermng the Mexican Wolt Reintroduction Draft Environrienta

Encosed yre 1
Darmaee To
Imyp et viatemer

IU - opparent ar the Dimaft Fovironmental impact Statemem (DEIS) that the 115 Fish and Wildlite
& (FW'S s taken great pams 10 provide a balanced approach e a highly complex anc

gosal A an agency that abo deals with controverss on a frequent basis. we can
ult position of the FWS and commend vou for vour efforts to achieve balance
nerest - providing the tollowing comments 15 i maintaimung our ability o meet 2ur statuior
restensthilities s address wildlife damage protiems and 1o aswist n resolving potenual echmicai
Legal and provedural cuesuons rased by the DEIS

Ae noted several items of inzerest to the ADC Program that were contained in
arpendix ¢ - ~Draft Proposed Rule © We intend (o submit our concerns about these
tems 1t the form of wiitten comments. top the tecord. wher the proposed rule 1s
sunlished and public comments ar¢ solicited  Nevertheless. some of thuse commetas
ire cumtamed herein as we.l where they are germane to stalements made i the bods

s the DRIy Some of our program’s primary considerations focus o the jegal
Jeignatior: of the romtroduzed population. the possible change 1n the designation cver
and 1he corstraints :nherert in managing such a population  We recommend

© DTepose ror remayoduction s Appendix C) be tormalized as scon as

ble and pror te the complenon of the DFIS review process Ui difficul: for the
£rogram te assess the impact of this remtzoduction effort unul 2 fuil accounung
1 this aco s made vircaeh the regulatnny process

st clear nthe DEIS whether tre recovery plan goals stated o the document are
ire ones the FWS will ulupiely adopt  Page [ 16 reters 1o the “Mexian Wi
Recovery Plan reestabhishment abjecnive of 11k wolves distnbuted aver £.000 m
However the DEIS ip. 1.2 and p. G 7). states that the Plan 1s currently 1n the
Fevlsion process and “hat popuiaten goals for the Mexican wolf are*beicg
«wrmulatec” It the goals are going to change hen the analysis of impacts comained
w the DEIS may be nvalid and may need o be changed (o reflea the new population
zoals  The recovery goals and «rueria for delistng should be finahzed and made

* Ao . rotece 1, Ao Agre s

Federal Agencies

U.S. Department of Agriculture -
Animal Damage Control:

1. The FWS has issued the Proposed
Mexican Wolf Experimental Population Rule
and intends to analyze public and agency
comments on it prior to issuing the Record of
Decision. It would be inappropriate to issue a
final rule prior to the reintroduction decision.
If the decision is to not reintroduce wolves or
to reintroduce wolves with Full endangered
status, then there would be no need

to issue a final rule.

2.  Population goals for the reintroduction
proposal that is set forth and analyzed in this
EIS are based on the 1982 Mexican Wolf
Recovery Plan and are considered appropriate
by the FWS. If additional recovery actions are
deemed appropriate based on an approved
revision of the Recovery Plan, full compliance
with NEPA would be required for any future
proposed actions.



leur 1 the DEIS so mterested parties will know just what 1s bemg proposed and s
ey have a chance to review and comment on the appropriate analvsis and impacts

Tre tinal revised goals of the Recovery Plan are crtical to whether any reintroducniorn
program can ever lead tc downhisting and delisting the specics  This is indicated on
page 2-19 ot the DEES (* af and when the revised Mexican Wclf Recavery Plan
goals are achieved. the species will be dowrlisted and then dehsted ™) It s our
unde:standing that the iong term recovery goal is stated 1n the draft Recovery Plan
reviv:on as "two viable Mexwan gray wolf populations, each comtaimng 150 animais.
i the United States portion of its range However. it appears from the evaluaton
of caadadate remntroduction areas (p 2-2 through 2-6. DEIS! that twe such areas dc
not exist in the U7.S., which suggests that no reintroduction program 1n the U §. can
ever ne expected 10 lead 1o downlisting and delisting of the Mexican wolf if the draft
goals are finalized. If this is the case. it should be made clear 1n the DEIS since the
impa.ts of recovery without eventual dehisting are substantiaily differens than if
dehisiing ¢an reasonabiv be expected to eventually occur

The critena for designaticy this population as nonus:mul cxperlmemil are based on
the current stats of the popuiation. All q
erudangered. recovered) will bz based on the success of this reintroduction etfort and
the gals and nhjcetives enumerated :n the Mexican Wolf Recovens Plan: therefore 1
1 important that the revised Plan’s recovery goals and objectives be finalized prior 10
the compieuon 2t the DEIS review process. Population status relative to the goals
and objectives of the recovery plan will nave a major impact on all management
oy conducted e the remtroduced areas

Thers has been generai agreemen: from the beginming of the DEIS process that ADC
woule be expected (o have a leading role in dealing with depredating woives  In
additrm other actvines may arse that Jead (o ADC having other toles in deahing with
the expenimental non-essentia; transplant=  Our position oo this issue is that ADC will
oaly L ooperate 10 meeting hese needs 1t a woll specialist positior:. seiected, hired. and
superised by ADC. is established and 110 % funded by the FW'S or other source

aside fromi current ADC funds  This was communicated to FWS by ADC

sematives duting DELS interdisciphinary team meenngs  This understand ny
shound be made clear in the DEIS and the cost sheuld be shown os o hne stem in
arperdix B

It w ot zlear ir the DEIS what actions wiii constitute termination of the
rentecducnon eftort tthe thoes ot five vear evaluations result in decision 10
rerrunae tp 21T Wil rerminaten conshitute just e curtailment of momteng
4 menagement or will it aso consist of removal of all reintroduced wolves and
sen- ftont e wild® Wha bappens if runding fer the program s reduced ot

An addiicnal safeguard ¢ ameliorate concerns of Livesteck producers migh:
be o mrrove gt protecticrse tor die retnroduced wolves shoaid runding tor the
p-ogram be cur o ehminated

The DEIS. ¢ 7 21 states thal under the proposed action  Lvesteck owners of ther
apents may harass wolves 1or purposes ot scaring them away from. livestock |-r4w\de‘
the harassment i prompuly reported  However, the draft proposed raie p C-i b
indicates 1t wewid be iiega: for a livestock producer te “wait tor” walves for e
purpese of harassing them away from their hvestock  This 1y vounterpriductve te the
purpose of allowing harassment 1f a hvestock producer has reason to bel.eve s
stock have been attacked or harassed hy wolves, it is oniv reasonable that he or she fe
vigilant for recurrence  The DEIS needs to clearly sfate the propesed rule 1o aliow

tor this “waitng © ot harassment s w0 have 4 chance at beiny an effective control
methnd

Fhroughout the publi invelvemem process. the hvestock nsusiry has been repeatedis
assured that thes wodld be ahle t) shaot wolves in the act of antacking tneir siock
However. the DEIS {p 2-21) and the draft proposed rale \p C-111 state restricuons
that 2ttecuvely preciude thiy type o achion in public land situations o a1
previous depn.dauum must ha: curred first, {2y the depredations must have beer
il [\L onnei. 1 35 the appropniate gosernment 4

WSRUAOr 6 !BRWR-M breeding pairs of woives must alre
i amd *S a wiien pent faust ne oblamed frs byt widl ey be attoved
¢met ADC professiona! experience indicates that

£ thus nature an be caught :n the act of anacxing

41 kely pever haopen  Thus. take permits witt: the kind ot

o 1ne DEIS have brde or no chance - f being & reascnab.o
MIligalion measite i our apinen  J1 ivestock are present on public lands as part of
legal 1mdnple Lo mandates e see s reason why a different standarc should apply
tor taking depr ig wolves thay on privare lands s onten’ien that 2

reir bt e tust assuie livestock producers can protect then inestock for the
e he s

+t defined 15 e DEIS o7 the proposed ruie. vet has
ons cn e practicerts of resolving deereaation problems In
y passed Proposition 201 defines pubhic lands to 1nclude ail state
ar govertument owned property  This needs 1 be canned i the
ts w .} e more far reaching of the defnon includes mnre thar

DEIS ~uwe te
Just federal lan:

The DEIS meains the recent ann-trapping imbative in Arizona (DEIS o 32314

wpries that the ase of taps and srares tor depredating wolt contrel would be exemp:

rem L Testri Gons naposed by that law A0 Anzona Auorney General's spiion

dared tehmar, 9 however tuied aganst the use of these devices to take depredatng
-: bears on pubiie lands, despute the cpumons of feceral lane managers

wud he exempt The opinion paints to rules of statatory

b alirw the consideratior. of “explanatory or informarive materals”

mg panzhiet” as relhmn hustory :n deciding haw jaws and mnauves are
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3. While the Mexican Wolf Recovery Team
is revising the Recovery Plan, no approved
draft plan exists (as of this writing). It would
be inappropriate to conduct NEPA analysis on
speculative, unapproved objectives. The goals
presented in the ADC letter were merely an
early suggestion that has not been approved. It
should be noted, too, that a majority of the
Mexican wolf’s original range is in Mexico
and recovery actions implemented there could
contribute to overall recovery goals.

4. If a nonessential experimental population
of Mexican wolves is established, the FWS
foresees no reason to change that classification
until the subspecies is removed from ESA
protection (i.e., de-listed).

5.  We agree. Full support of an ADC wolf
specialist position by the FWS is a part of the
Preferred Alternative. Appendix B has been
revised to more clearly demonstrate this.

6. Itis difficult to foresee all the future
scenarios and what actions would be appropri-
ate following a hypothetical “termination” of
the reintroduction project. We believe this
decision should be made by the official
management group based upon then current
data and information and input from the
advisory group and/or the public.

7. This idea probably would not be legal as
long as the Mexican wolf remains listed as a
threatened or endangered species under the
ESA.

8. We agree and intend to revise the final
experimental population rule, if issued, as
ADC has suggested.

9. We agree that the actual observation of a
wolf attack on domestic livestock grazing on
public lands will likely be rare. Endangered
species conservation is also a legal use of
public lands. By law, ESA section 10(j)(2)(a),
the FWS must determine that the release of an
experimental population will further the
conservation of the animal. We believe the
limitations imposed in the Proposed Rule on
take of Mexican wolves on public lands are
appropriate to meet the conservation require-
ment. Livestock owners are not precluded
from protecting their stock on public lands
through other, non-lethal, means until the
established criteria are reached.

10. A definition of “public lands” has been
included in Appendix G - Glossary.



Asrnough some depredating woit capiures can be accomplisned using chermical capture
teshiques from a betwoprer . experience has shown ume ard again that traps and
smares are often the ~nly praci:cal means of capt.ring wolves  To ultimareh
detsrming wnether these techniquaes wili ideed ne available for wolf capture on
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2asy 151 (UL EXpenenc untrained or Jnexperienced casual chservers e mistake
Sovotes tor tgrger camids  Confirmanion should be defined as visual tnspection by
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it ADC State Garoe ard Fash and State Agriculture Department personne.. as
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b opreventeq tar Hodivs or some otker reasonable time pened to be negotiated by
FAS and ADC  If ne further fresh sign of woif presence is found in the ares duning
crommediatels gren te spacified penod ot ome. ADC activities may be resumed
Wornewr e stip et b resttiction coubd b viewea as indefinie which o
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¢ Auency personnel wil be exempt from these rvpes of
pussihle hendrances (o legiumate wolf or other

teiowing dcumenters soer
at ADC FWS. ant
£1 Ciesure restrain

SETEGET

s The DEIS needs to address g impacts

"

13

v

IS

lo

5-13

Agency et al. Comments and Responses

11. The FWS agrees that leghold traps are an
essential tool for wolf management. We would
place specific provisions for their use in the
final experimental population rule which, if
promulgated as a federal regulation, should
preempt conflicts in state law.

12. The present definition requires that wolf
presence be confirmed or corroborated by the
FWS. This provides adequate protection
against untrained or casual observers’ claims of
wolf sightings. Specific wolf sighting confir-
mation criteria will be developed in consulta-
tion with ADC and others and will be a part
of the interagency management plan for the
reintroduced population.

13. The current definition requires evidence
of consistent use of an area by wolves for at
least one month to establish that an area is
“occupied” by wolves, thus triggering restric-
tions on ADC activities. However, it does not
provide criteria for determining when it would
be appropriate to resume unrestricted ADC
activities following abandonment of the area
by wolves. We agree that the rule would be
improved by the addition of such wording;
and, following consultation with ADC and
others, will include clarifying language in the
final rule, if necessary

14. The experimental population rule would
restrict all use of M-44s and choking-

type neck snares in areas occupied by Mexican
wolves. The FWS would work to provide
private users of these devices with the loca-
tions where the EPA label restrictions for M-
44s apply and to advise private users of the
rule provisions regarding take of wolves, with
the goal of avoiding accidental or incidental
take of wolves with potentially lethal devices.
Clarifying language has been added to the
FEIS.

15. Such an assessment would be highly
speculative as the plan is to limit wolf recovery
to the designated wolf recovery areas and
capture and remove wolves that disperse into
the larger experimental population area as
soon as their presence is known. This manage-
ment strategy should prevent wolf dispersal
outside the experimental population area. We
would expect the suggested impacts to be very
minor.

16. See response number 12 to the Arizona
Game and Fish Commission comments,
below.
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N The DEFIS p 40l states that ADC has agreed to hmi use of technmiques that might
jeaparcize wotves such as traps. snares. and M-24s 1n southwestern New Mexico
That agreement was made due o previous BLM pelicy and under the old BLM/ADC
MO Now that ADC has lead agency authorny fur NEPA complianie on BLM
fands and has 10itiated secuion 7 consultanon on the Mexican Wolf. we may not agree
1 tae fever of resincion we are currently operating under in southwestern New
Mexn

I A< worded cwrrenty the detiminon of " Populanoat fof naturally occuting wid

wolves " p G-A; could include reiniroduced wolves or their progeny even in the
kxperunenta Populauon Ares once the reproducnve criteria are met |t needs 1o be
made Ceer that this definion andy refers to wolves that heve naturaliy mrmgrated
inte the area and that are nof present as a result of the reintraducrion cftort

4 Shole . rentroduztion program he implemented. we recommend the FWS commit i«
akiy {requent contacts with ADC supervisors and-or fieid 2mployees to inform

case sites and dates actve den locations, rendezvous sies and other

o aecessany 1o avold ummenuioral ke of Mexican wolves

Thoanh veir for vour wonsideration of gur cuncerns and mput
Stereh
i e 7
St 42;741 il
Rt N Resnolds i

Acang Direaes, ADC Western Region

perational Sipport Staf*
Stwe Direcons AZ. NMUTY

10-31-83 - 7.46 -APACHERS| TGREAVESINF~ 1505 248 67%
United atates TForest Apache- P.O. Bax §40
Depactment of Barvics Sitgreaves Springerville, AZ 85913
Agricnlture W 530 333-4301

Reply To: 1950

Data: October 20, 1995

Dave R PAreons

Mexican Wolf Recovesry

T.8. Pish and Wildlife service
Maxican ¥olf BIS

P.O. Box 31306

Alouque:que, ML 8710)

Dear bave

The Apache S_tgreaves Hatlooal FOrests apprec.ate the effuxt by Lbe Jervice to
i previaus ided to sddrwas concerns from the in-mervice
QRIS Many of ehese d changes were i igto the fipal DRIE,

end has helped to clarify information on existing land conditicns. Several
add:tional pointe we feel need addressing.

Chuvses 3 dffgciad Envirvament

The Service has improved language in the DEIS that streases cbaagee in
torest and woodlasd cooditions describing situatioms oot faverable to key
sogulate prey mpacias of wolves. However, it appears ieplicarions ancut
ieclining deer berds hos been removed, instead of being clarified as
requested. The besic gueation of ecological suitability for wolf
recovery, espressable in Terms of Accurate ungulare populatiom densities

Fores: feels this is the role of the Arizons Game and Fish Department,
and feels the Dspartmast must provide chis efsantial data.

without accurate assessment of ecological conditions and trends.
sffoctive analysis of eovirommentsl conswquences caniot be complaced, asd
v. 1l nave supstantial implications cn long-texn cumslative eggacts for
Porest sanagement

and trends and habitat comdition and trende, needs addressing. The '

Information ves provided the Service co oxpected lewelu of disturbance
necessary to achieve landscepe scala changes in fogest and woodland
conditicns, that aimic possible affects from natural fire. Current

17

social, political and legal court rewctrictions an Forest practices, ; l

coupled with ooncerns over ungulate graxing, smoke, Cimber harvest, and
water guality, it 1A iikely these comdicicnd are not achisvable. We
feal this long-ters effect is predictable and ghould be adeguataly
addeessod 1o the Cumulalive RBEIgcls section of Chapter 4.

Caring fae the Land asd Sarving Peaple

wasTE O

Agency et al. Comments and Responses

17. Current restrictions of ADC techniques
in southwestern New Mexico imposed because
of the potential occurrence of Mexican wolves
are under review by the FWS.

18. This definition is applicable under the
proposed experimental population rule only
prior to and no longer than 6 months
following the initiation of a reintroduction
project. It would be impossible for reintro-
duced wolves to have reproduced successfully
for 2 consecutive years during this time. In
addition the definition, in Appendix G, of
“Population” has been modified to more
clearly apply only to “non-reintroduced wild
wolves.”

U.S. Department of Agriculture -
Forest Service:
Apache National Forest

1. Analyses in the EIS are based

upon the best available data on ungulate
populations in the BRWRA. While some
uncertainty exists in these data, and in
predicting future trends, we believe our
conclusion is reasonable that the BRWRA will
be suitable for wolf recovery for the foresee-
able future.

2.  The FWS does not agree that it would be
necessary to mimic the historical level of
effects from natural fire to sustain wolf
populations over the long term.
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Dave R. Parsots 2

Ghapter & Ruy)

Current trends in Porest mansgegment wil'! lead to cantimued decline of
ungulata spacius, generally remulting from a decline in habitat
cunditians and other sacial and envircomental isplicaticns ({.e. elk
wersus riperimn issues) . While thie current and predictabls tread will
bave little sffect on releasing Mexican wolves into the wild
(reittroducticnl, it has significant implicaricns for recovery potentinl

Recovery of the Mexican wolf will require acceptance of ervircrwental and
social 1mpacts Currently under ¢reAt scrutiny and arresa within the
regicnal xone of influsnce (Grabam, Apache, Greanlee, and Catron
counties!. ¥e fedl the cumulative effects section of thoe FEIS phould now
addrese ouyoing or relsted lmpects from current eotivities thac might
influsnce acceptance of the welf upon Te-introduction, and that will
certainly offect its full recovery iz Arizoma and Mew Mexico in the
primary and secoadary range

To effectively plap for and achieve the neadad changes in landscape
conditions that will sustain a viebls populstion of wolwesw, to sllow
recovery, vithout assessing the social conflicts with Forest users and
especiaily Qeighborioy Bative Aserican peoples, some significaat
smendmerta to our Forest Plan will become necessery. Our synopsis of
these besic Forest Plen amandmercts, was provided to the ervios.
Although the D18 does include statements that Porest Plan amendments
maY be necessary, the acalysis 6oes not address the context or iateasity
of thuse amendmente

The DZIS clarifies that recovexy of the Maxicas wolf will not mugpercede
efforts ta recover other faderally protected speciss, or sfforts to
prevast listiag. Recovery of the wolf, bowever, we fael will lavolve
subst.antial iafluences un virtuslly all occupied, suitable, or cepable
habitat of many, if not all, federally protected or sansitive wildlife
and plante. @iven the aver changing directicn and nesds for masaging to
recover cthar federally listed wpecies, or prevent federsl listing of
other species, existing om Forest landa, it is apparent that major
agrecmen: be reeched on pricrity for Fpecies monsgement. We fesl the
Record of Decision to reintroduce the Maxican wolf, supparted by the
FRIS. should provide clear direction for thoss Forest amendeests and
speciea management pricrities

Troposed Rxperimental Rule

BY

e cerm "dieturbance’ has not been clarified or defined in the proposed
. the use of the tarm emphasises effects related to
timber harvent or rosd construction activities. In Previous coMents, we
felt thar @ince interpretation of the rule would occur through
appropriate Bcological jervices wmit, it is isportast tnat clarification
be provided in the rule. Ocherwiese, chere will likely be some mia
uURAMIETAnding GO the extent aof Aisturhance ar typas of othar activities

thiat might opuse disrurhonce, examples of which ware provided in the
commenta on the ia-service DRIS.

14-31-85 T:47 CAPACHERS | TGREAVESSNF~ ~505 248 6788:¢ 47 4

Dave R Parsans 3

Again, the Forest recognises the effort py the Service within the DBIS tao
incarporate comeate provided for eerlisr draft docummnts. Key points sbout
suitability and recovery have rssiined & comcern to the Forest, particularly
where it will require the Porest te revise or mmend Porest Plao direction. We
hope that clarification can be schieved in the final &I3 and mupport for
wnending Porest plans provided in the Record of Decimion.

Prank Hayea w:ll attend the final ¥1§ tmax meecing in December to review these
key pointm, an? look for optioas ro resolve OUI COMCRITS.

sinceraly.

A fae

fomx C. pEDELT
Forast Supervisor

-4

feglanal Office
Aipine 8D
Clifton 8D
springervilie RO

+50% 248 6788;¢ 3/ 4
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Agency et al. Comments and Responses

3. Evidence of an overall decline in ungulate
biomass is lacking. While deer appear to have
decreased over the past several years, elk
populations have increased over the same time
period. Wolves will prey on both deer and the
larger elk. Current estimates of combined deer
and elk biomass levels indicate they are
adequate to sustain a population of 100
wolves in the BRWRA.

4. Lack of universal acceptance of wolf
recovery and its generally moderate or minor
impacts has not precluded it in other areas and
we do not expect it to preclude wolf recovery
in the Southwest. We have addressed cumula-
tive impacts with as much certainty as possible
in the revised Cumulative Impacts section of
the FEIS.

5. The FWS position is that wolf recovery
can occur with no substantive changes to
existing or anticipated future land uses or
forest management practices. The Preferred
Action does not require changes to Forest
Plans. Even habitat modification by the USFS
that was detrimental to the wolf would not
constitute “take” of the wolf under the
nonessential experimental approach. This does
not mean the Forest Service could not modify
Forest Plans, if deemed appropriate. We have
added mention in Chap. 4, under Impacts on
Agency, Tribal, and Local Government Policies
and Plans, of the specific Plan topics the
Forest Service

might change.

6. Because reintroduced wolves would be
members of a designated nonessential,
experimental population, other non-experi-
mental threatened or endangered species
would receive management priority over
Mexican wolves. Also, see response above
regarding Forest Plans. The suggestion goes
beyond the scope of the Preferred Alternative
because the alternative does not affect
management priorities for other species. These
issues are addressed in the Cumulative Impacts
section of Chap. 4, Alt. C, the full-endangered
approach.

7. “Disturbance-causing land use activities”
are now defined in Appendix G.



DEPARTMENT QF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUAATERS 4R TH (IGHTER WG (ACC)
HOLLOMAN AW FORCE BASE. NEW MEXICO

27 October 1998

17 FWCC
44 it Street. Suste 1700
Holloman AFB. N\ 88330-8277

Mr Dasvid R Parsons

Mexican Wolf Recovers Program
« S Tish and Wiidi.te Service
PO Box (306

Albuquerque NM 87103-1306

Dear Mr Parsens

The 46th Fignter Wing ar Holloman AFB (HAFB) wishes to express concern
-egarding the proposed remntroduction cf the Mexican Wolf on areas of White Sands
Missie Range (WSMR

WSMR 15 adiacent ts HAFB  Our airnianes and hebicopters airpianes ¢t our allies,
a5 well as frequent tanstent aireraf of other services fils ar vanious alui-des over all parts
Sf WSMR - Our use of WSMR includes low leve! flights and the patennal for somc
booms Several vita ranges for the dropping ot live and simulated crenance are on
WSMR  Significant restrictions on cur access 1o WSMR would adversely affect our
training and readiness 1o go to war

We have seen wignificant restnerons on the Aur Force's acces- 10 other airspace
needed tor tramng duc 1o endangered species One painful local example aflecting HAFB
« the spatted ow. 1n our Natonal Forests My concern 15 a fear that the Mexscan Wolt's
reintroduction onte WSMR wall eventually restrict our access 10 the airspace over ranges
<t WSMR i a manner not unlike the restrictions the spotted vwi has placed on our access
1 the airspace over the Nauonal Forests

Ay e
N

e

Criobus T-ivwer for cHFmeviza

We cannot support the remntroduction. of the Mexican Wolf 1o WSMR unless and
until we can be assured that the reintroduction willt not now or iater impose significant
restnctions to the At Foree's access to the airspace at WSMR

Sincerzly

Bun G-

BRUCE CARLSON
Brig Gen (5). USAF
Commander

2 AFCC
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Agency et al. Comments and Responses

U.S. Department of Air Force,
Holloman AFB:

1. Such restrictions would not be imposed
under Alts A, B, or D, and are conceivable,
but highly unlikely, under Alt. C. The
WSWRA has been dropped from Alc. C. It is
conceivable, but not clearly foreseeable, that if
wolves were reintroduced under Alt. C into
the BRWRA and then dispersed to the
WSWRA area that restrictions could be
imposed to protect the full-endangered
wolves. But this would only occur if WSMR
or Holloman AFB activities were shown to
negatively impact the wolves. Wolves have co-
existed with military activities in other areas
and apparently are not sensitive to overflights.



Agency et al. Comments and Responses

U.S. Department of the Army:

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY
INSTALLATIONS LOGISTICS AND ENYIRONMENT
110 ARMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0110 SED

w ¥
w‘i

Mr David R Parsans

Mexican Wolf Recovery Coordinator
U S Fish and Witdlife Service

Post Office Box 1306

Albuquerque New Meyico 87102

Deal Mr Parsons

Thank yau for giving the Ammy the opportunity to comment on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement - Reintroduction of the Mexican Walf Within its
Historic Range in the Southwestern United States  The extent to which you
considered and himited the tmpacts of the proposed reintroduction to the
accomplishment of the military mission al White Sands Missile Range (WSMR)
ard your wilingness to include WSMR officials as members of the
Interdisciphnary Team s greatly appreciated .

As tre steward of Army land. the Army conscientiously conserves its
ratural resources especially endangered species, while maintaining readiness
Tne Army endeavors to support listed species in harmony with its mission 11 a
manner that wilt fead to the recovery of the species  Due to the Army's (imited
rescurces and land inventory in the White Sands region at best the Army will
piay a rastricted role toward the overall recavery of tha Mexican Wolf  Army
Reguiation 200-2. Naturat Resources - Land, Forest and Wildlife Management
succinctly states the Army's position taward the reintroduction of species on
Army land

“The Army will support the remtroduction of federal and State listed,
proposed and candidate species on Army lands unless reintroduction/
introduction will have a significant impact on the present or future abihty
af the Army to meet its mission requirements  Propasals for reintro-
ductionvintroduction on Army lands will not be approved or disapproved
without a thorough assessment of Ihe :mpact of the reintroduchon/
imreduction on the environment and mission requirements and the
potentsal penefits of rentroduction/introduction

Fartee o @ Reeycieo Faom

White Sands Missile Range provides a unique national asset and the
continuation of realistic and timely testing and training at WSMR s
critical to military readiness and our nationat security | propose the aftached
changes to the Environmental Impact Statement and the Proposed Rute in order
to ensure that the Mexican Wolf's reintroduction will not adversely impact the
Army's or other tenant activities' present or future ability to meet mission
requirements

Nothing in this letler shiculd be construed as authorizing reintroduction of
any Mexican wolf population at WSMR pending implementatian of these
changes and entrance into a programmatic agreement that would address the
concerns identfiea here

My point of contac! for this action is Mr Phil Huber at (703) 614-9555

Sincerely

e §
Raymond J Fatz ~
Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army
{Environment, Safety and Occupational Health)
OASA (1. L&E)

Attached
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Recommended Changss to EIS and the Proposed Ruile

A Changes to EIS

1 Atp vi seven lines from the bottor. and p 2-21. hne 9. add "mililary testing

or training activities

2 Atp ix line 18 add "White Sands Missiie Range” to empioyees who may
capture and translocate remntroduced wolves

3 Alp 2-20, at the section entitlec “Monitoring and research--" it 1s unclear

as to who will bear the costs of monitering the wolves anc for how long  Suggest

inserting the monitoring management proposed in Aiternative C at p. 4-51 that
the FWS "will be monitoring the wolves' locations at least through 2003
{assuming the reintroduction begins i the WSWRA in 1998)"

4. Atp. 2-20. footnote 2. add “"The FWS and these agencies will consider and

umit 1o the grealest extent practicable the impact of the release pen sites upon

‘ne dominant land use '

5 Atp 3-55 1ne 3 add "QOrgan Mountain” to Colorado Chipmunk as cnly the
subspecies 18 iisted as endangerec by the state of New Mex.co

5 Atp 3-55 iine 7 add "lion'

7 Atp 3-55 line 8 replace "No military developments :n the Organ Mountains

oceur or are expected " with "Fort Bliss extensively uses portions of the Organ

Mountans for mitary training actrvities  Fort Bliss has approximately 40 square

kilometers of currently active impact area within the Organ Mountains  There
are six finng ranges wilthin the |ikely dispersal area. al' of these ranges are
expected to be upgraced in the near future These ranges are used by armor,
artiliery and avtabion gunnery units

8 Atp 4-21 line 13 change. "all of the affected agencies will develop which

wilt include vancus measures to support woif recovery 1n the WSWRA * to read

that FWS will develop with WSMR which will include various measures to
support wolf recovery in the WSWRA while allowing for the normal military use
of WSMR *

S Atp 4-51 kne 12 further consider and include the add.tional impacts from
tne following information "In addition to the quantifiable average daily loss
derwved from the FY 1994 figures. other significant associated costs and harm
done to specific test projects cannot be adequately addressed by relying solely
upon the average daily loss  For example, the Theater Missiie Defense (TMD)

interceptors, under the Bailistic Missile Defense (BMD) program. estimates
losses of between 11 and 30 milkon doliars per month In the event of delays
The estimate 1s dependent on the development phase of the project thus the
broad range of estimated losses For example, the research and development
phase Is the most crucial; any delay at this stage has numerous collateral affects
such as postponing the evaluation period or production phases of the system
The purpose of canducting TMD extended-range tests is to provide reaiistic test
situations for the defenses to operate within a simulated theater of operations
which includes defense aganst threat-representative target missiles WSMR
has been dentified as the most effective location for such testing Also the
TMD program has the attention and interest of Congress (Congress has
provided guidance ard direction to the Department of Defense n the
gevelopment of the TMD program by enacting the Missile Defense Act of 1991
which states “it 1s the goal of the United States to provide highly effective
theater missile defenses {TMDs) to forward deployed and expeditionary
elements of the Armed Forces of the United States and to friends and allies of
the United Slates ")

1, 1s alsa necessary to consider the costs and time needed to reschedLle
atestf 1,15 delayed Pas, experience shows that there 1s a minimum of three
days needed to reschedule in the eve”, of a delay The coordination and
preparation efforts include hundreds of employees, not just WSMR personnel
but also contractors associated with the projectitself Such a rescheduled test
could ther impact an other scheduled tests further cascading the losses

1C At p 4-51 11nes from the bottom add the following to the beginring of
the Conciusion “A likely impact ts that wolf presence will cause delays with the
associated costs of delays to testing projects A, the end of the Conciusion
add "¥f WSMR 15 no, a wviable proigct testing site the Kwaialein Missile Range 10
the south Pacrfic is probably the oniy alternative location for missiie testing
projects The cost to conduct lesi prajects at this focation increases the costs of
tests ten-fold The increased costs reduce available defense dallars for other
projects thus adversely affecting the overall readiness of the Armed Forces and
imparing national secdrity ™

11 At g 4-53 line 13 change "Recreational use s faifly high to read
‘Recreational use of BLM lands 1s fairly high

12 At p 4-53 line 14 replace “No impacts are anticipated on any Fort Bliss
mibtary activiies in the Organs with ‘There are six finng ranges within the
likely dispersal area within Fort Bhiss afl of these ranges are expected to be
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Agency et al. Comments and Responses

1. Suggested changes numbered 1

through 8 have been made in the FEIS, except
suggested change number 4, which is consid-
ered unnecessary because the process and
requirements are already set forth under
NEPA regulations. Suggested changes 9
through 12 have not been made because

they apply to Ah. C and WSMR has been
dropped from this alternative in this FEIS.



upgraded n the near future  These ranges are used by armo- artiliery and
aviation gunnery unils  Approximately 466 square kilometers of finng area can
currently be used for finng nto the impact area  This includes 9 established
hring areas as well as maneuver areas on Dona Ana Range  If a wolf were to
move into these live fire areas with the fully protected status the impediment to
tramirg could be significant Traning on these areas Is on a light schedule ana
the traiming area 1s used tc prepare units for movement to the National Training
Center for certification Because of the importance of the training completed at
the National Traning Center. failure to complete training on time would sefiously
impair miitary readiness

B8 Changes to Proposec Rule

1 Atp C-10 para (3){: add "miltary training and testing” 10 the exampies of
legal actwities

2 Atp C-10 para (3)(11 change "authorized agency action " to reac
‘authorized agency action to include military testing or training activily *

3 Atp C-10. para (3)(1'). add "In the WSWRA no legally authonzed miitary
1est or raming will be canceled or delayed due to wolf presence  If woives are
Known 1o be present In a scheduled impact area. authonized WSMR personnel
may. bul are not required lo. harass walves for purposes of scaring them away
trom the impacl area 0 @ nONINJUAIOUS Manner (No temporary or permanent
physica damage may result)

Reasoring Failure to incorporate this provision will require inclasion o the
environmenta! consequences for Alternative C listad at p 4-50 ¢ 4-51 (Impacts
on military activities and land use-- second paragraph through the
carclusion) as environmerital consequences and impacts on military activities
and land use for Altermative A at p 4-22)

4 Alp C-11 para (3)(v) add "In the WSWRA agency use of lands for safety
buffer zones for weapons or missile lests or training are not carsidered a
‘disturbance-causing land use activity  Therefare agencies would not reed to
consult the FWS prior to military tests or training activities which use lands
within the national park system and/or national refuge system as safety buffer
zones '

Agency et al. Comments and Responses

2. We agree with these suggested changes
and will incorporate them into the final rule,
if one is issued.

3. This requested change would result in a
total exemption written into law of all military
activities from proposed limited, temporary
restrictions near pens, dens, and rendezvous
sites. The FWS finds this inconsistent with the
ESA requirement that rules established for
experimental populations must further the
conservation of the animal. Release pens can
be sited to avoid the need for use restrictions.
We expect that most dens and rendezvous sites
will be located in the San Andres Mountains
where little military activity occurs. The need
for restrictions around dens and rendezvous
sites on WSWRA is anticipated to be rare. If
restrictions were imposed within a 1 -mile
radius of all dens and rendezvous sites, less
than 1% of the WSWRA land base would be
affected for less than 4 months of the year.
The management group, which would include
a WSMR representative, would consider ways
to avoid the need for use restrictions. For these
reasons, we anticipate that impacts to military
activities resulting from this provision will be
negligible.

We disagree with the Army’s reasoning.

The restrictions in question could be imposed
only around release pens, dens, and rendez-
vous sites; and, under the Preferred Alterna-
tive, no formal consultation under Section 7
of the ESA is required for any military actions.
Under former Alternative C, from which
WSMR has now been dropped, formal
consultation resulting in possible restrictions
or modifications of proposed military actions,
would have been required any time a proposed
action could have affected wolves.

4. The use of lands within the national park
or national wildlife refuge systems as safety
buffer zones for military activities

has been included as an exception to the
definition of “disturbance-causing land use
activity,” in Appendix G - Glossary and
would be similarly included in the final rule, if
issued.



Reasoning There are many missite/weapons tests and training missions that
use the national park system and/or the national refuge system for safety areas
The San Andres National Wildlife Refuge and the White Sands Nationat
Monument are both located entirely within the boundaries of WSMR. These
areas are not intended to be used as any such impact area or target area but n
the event of a mishap the safety parameters must include these areas [f these
entittes must continue to undertake formal consuliation whenever these lands
are used as safely areas, the consultation relief granted by the
experimental/nonessential

designation wouid be negated

5 Atp. C-11, para. (3){vii). add "authorized WSMR personne!. when applicable
in the WSWRA " and at (5} add' "'or endanger themselves by their presence in a
muilitary impact area.”

5
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5. The requested revisions have been made
in Chapter 2, the Preferred Alternative, and
would be made in the final rule, if issued.



Agency et al. Comments and Responses

U.S. Department of the Interior,
BIA, Mescalero Indian Agency:

N REPLY REFER YO

United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS
Mecalero Indian Agency
Mescalers, New Mexico 88340

1. Under Alternatives A and B, wolves
reintroduced into the WSWRA would be
recaptured if they dispersed outside the
recovery areas. If they entered onto the
Mescalero reservation, the FWS would seek
permission from the tribe to enter the

®1.27 1988

1¢ Revover: “rogras
wildlite Serviiw

-~ 206
. farens: reservation and recapture the wolves, or
. Apacne Tribe dees net ondsde the reintreduztion of cooperative arrangements would be made to
5pes ies., however, thev do oppoase rhe reintroduction when such ) ) ) )
. adverselv alfect tie progress already made in tha ecomomis assist the tribe in recaptunng the wolves. The

¢ and matagement 0i their natural resourcss. With a limitec
the Tribe i- continuvally challenged in developing these limited R
Iullest entent possible. The desiguazion of ar endangered WSWRA has been dropped from Ale. C. It is
H and Wildlife Service (USFWS) that resides or or

Res o would threaten treir abiiit: ts conceivable, but not clearly foreseeable, that if
wolves were reintroduced under Alt. C

S. Fisy

i + apscie fr.be has managed these Tribdal R
P the tiager, iivestock, wildiife into the BRWRA, they could eventually

Te ut_i1:ed in a sustainable marner. ith

o f the M oi: o to the White Sancs Recovery disperse to the Mescalero area. Even with full-

oximarely 30 miles aw the boundary ot the Mesczierc

e ey b e endangered status the wolf is unlikely to
White Sands ¢ ~ite nave nct been acequately . aaa
Ction. hothogh tre rai 615 craces thac frives | gdl threaten many land management activities.

© harsssment of livestock, wildlife, peopla,

USPWS. ve feel tris s & direct infringemest on The main restriction would be that the wolves
= and right to 2gnzge their lan: es chev have so .
not be killed.

¢ and =ffare has been expended by the Mescalero Apache Laztle
1n estirlishing a top notck zartle herd on the reservation.

111 »f this, they have ¢ndured losses {rom covotes, wild dogs and
Witk thie pcsed reintreductivn of the wolf, thev

2. Despite several requests, neither the
® . .
s 8 Mescalero Apache tribe nor BIA provided
fre jevelopment of the big game resources iias zllowed the Iribe to offem“‘ R ) R

» bull elk bunts, cow eli tunts, bear hunts, and turkey hunts for oRY information on the reservation. Nevertheless,

i "f”b]” At the came, (hia I ;,Jlnw%‘d Sne Tribe Lo mandge tne M N R )

¢ stricely for che utilizat Iribal members. kevenues = - some background information was available

ted frow the gereral pul 11 elk, cow ebk, bear and

© hutts <on butes si t~ the eccnomic well being of the H H H

apache Teive Pt itin on (e faeme sud taives of and was provided in the DEIS, but detailed
T owrives ilicantly limi oV 11 - - -

e e b me fl it e vers impact analysis was not feasible. In the FEIS,
the Mescalero reservation has been dropped
from full consideration because reintroduction

into the WSWRA has been dropped from Alt.
C.

The Mescalerv Apache Tribe has fought and worked hard to maintain its
ability to manage their natural resources and will continue to do so into
the future. At this time the Tribe sees no practicality in reintroducing
the Mexicap Wolf on to the proposed White Sands release site. It is
rherefore determined, that the Mescalero Apache Tribe and the Bureau of
Indian Affairs, Mescalero Agency wholeheartedly supports Alternative D, of
the Draft Environmental Lmpact Statement. Under Alternative D, the USFWS
wil. neither release captive-raised wolves nor take any other action to
ensure Mexican Wolf recovery through experimental reintroduction. This is
t¢ ensure that the USFWS will not designate an experimental populaticn of
woclves near the proximity of the Mescalero Apache Reservation.

We appreciated the opportunity te comment on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement on the Reintroduction of the Mexican Wolf within its
Misroric Range in the Scuthwestern United Stares.

_ Superintendent
s
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Southero Arizona Group
202 E. Earll Drive Suite 115
Phoenix, Anzona 85012-2623

November 2. 1995 v %G "
'&

Wit
Unsted States Fish and Wildlife Service aald
Mexican Wolf EIS Team
Post Office Box 1306
Albuguerque. New Mexico 87103

EIS Team.

Having reviewed the Mexican Wolf Draft Environmental Impact Statemnent this office
supports your efforts to reintroduce this species back into the wild. We would favor release
under Alternative C into both designated release areas. However, we do not object to release
under Alternative A In addition. we would support releases in southern Arizona as well.

1t is a great effort 1o return thus missing link to the southwest ecosystems. The economic
benefits far outweigh any projected losses. As has been seen with the Yelowstone wolf
reintroduction, we would anlicipate an increase in local tourism and related industries.

In ciosing. tus office wishes to thank the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service for their efforts in
this matter  The draft EIS was found to be very professiomally produced It provides a
thorcugh analysis of the alternatives. It was a pleasure to be able to review it

T. Dwayne Collier
Superintendent

5-22

Agency et al. Comments and Responses

U.S. Department of the Interior,
National Park Service:

1

Thank you for your comment.



O
g T UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

N7 REGION 6
!‘& . 1445 ROSS AVENUE. SUITE 1200

L DALLAS, TX 75202-2733 _

007 31 T

Mr. David R. Parsons

Coordinator

Mexican Wolf Recovery Program FWE

U.S. Pish and Wildlife Service -

P.0. Box 1306 e —

Albuguerque, NM 87103-1306
Dear Mr. Parsons:

In accordance with our responsibilities under Section 309 of
the Clean Air Act, the National Environmental Pollecy Act (NEPA),
and the Council on Environmantal Quality (CEQ) Regulations for
Inplementing NEPA, the U.S5. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
Region 6 office in Dallas, Texas, has completed its review of the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (FWS) Draft Envircnmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for the reintroduction of the Mexican Wolf into
its historic range in Arizona and New MNexico. The propossd
action {Alternative A} is to reintroduce a nonsssential
experimental population of Mexican wolves (Canis lupus baileyi)
and allow for dispersal into the White Sands Wolf Recovary Area
in New Maxico, or the Biue Range Wolf Rscovery Area in New Mexico
and Arizona.

The EPA offers ths following comments for your considaration
in devalopment of tha Final Environmental Impact Statemant
(FEIS).

Overall, our review of the DEIS found the document to be
well written and concise in the information presented about this
proposal, particularly in discussions of the project altarnatives
and their envir al - Most notable is the
information and surveys d to P ial effects on
military activities, livestock, and hunting within the recovery
areas. The EPA concurs with the FW5S‘ selaction of Alternative A
as the environmentally preferred alternative for this proposed
action. We believe that, of the altarnatives axamined,
Alternativa A proposes the greatest potential for the succassful
reintroduction of the Mexican wolf into its historic range while
rinimizing impacts to the land uses presently utilized in the
recovery areas.

«~ Prmd m#r Od Bxsed s 0n 100% Aecyched Paper (40% Posconmmer)

The EPA classifies your DEIS and proposed action as “LO,*
i.e., EPA has “Lack of Objections.” Our classification will be
published in the , according to our responsi-
bility under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, to inform thae
public of our viewvs on proposed Fedaral actions.

I appreciate the opportunity to review the DEIS and rsquest
that you send our office two (2) copias of the PEIS at the same
time that it is sant to the Office of Federal Activities, EPA,
401 M Street, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20480.

Sincerely

e W. saginaw
Regional Administrator
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U.S. EPA:

1.

Thank you for your comment.
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271 West Greenway Rond, Phoenix, Anzons 850214399 (

October 30, 1995 T

Ms. Nancy Kaufman

Director, Raegion 2

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Post Office Box 1306
Albuquerque, Naw Mexico 87103

Dear Ms. Kaufmpan:

Enclosed are the Arizona GCame and Pish Commission's comments on the
Service's Draft Environmental Impact Statament (DEIS) on Mexican
Wolt Reintroduction. Our comments includs the Department’'s review
of the DEIS.

The Commission has greatly appreciated the Service's cooperation
throughout the DEIS process. ODespite the significant concerns that
we still have, and notwithstanding the revisions that we are now
requesting, we congratulate the Service on a considerable
accomplishment with this DEIS and offer our support for a modifisd
Alternative A. A copy of the Commission motion adopted for this
issus is also attached to this letter.

If you have questions about our comments, plaase dir
or to Director Shroufe. Thank you.

e -

them to me

& | /
Ar forter, Chairman | .
Arizona Game and Pish Commission [ ;‘ [
/ | )
AP:tj ‘I / ' L
| : <
Attachments rz 1 .

cc: Commissioners Belman, Golightly, GulnfhtL
Duane L. Shroufe, Director
Terry B. Joanson, Endangered Species
Sam F. Spiller, Supervisor, Arizona Eci

—

» AGFD
ices Office

st

Mexican Wolf:
Commissioner Mike Golightly's Motion
on the USFWS DEIS, Approved 3-2
in Open Session, October 21, 1995

Second: Fred Belman
Voung yes: Mike Golightly, Fred Belman, Chairman Art Porter
Voting no: Nonie Johnson, Herb Guenther

The DEIS Alternative

Alternanive A (the Proposed Action): Based on specific decision criteria, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service proposes to reintroduce Mexican wolves, classified as nonessential experimental,
into the White Sands Wolf Recovery Area or the Blue Range Recovery Area, followed by a
second reintroduction into the other area if necessary and feasible. Wolves will be released into
primary recovery zones and allowed to disperse into secondary recovery zones.

Motion:

I recommend that the Commission vote (o suppert Altenative A of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service's Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), prescribing reintroduction of the
Mexican woif into White Sands National Proving Grounds, contingent upon the following:

A The Service must satisfactorily address the Commission concerns that will be
forwarded following this meeting. These concems consist of those identified by the
Department's review of the DEIS, as modified to appropriately reflect the
Commission's guidance this afternoon.

B The Service must publish a Proposed Nonessential Experimental Population Rule
that 15 determined by the Department to be the same in form and substance as that
:ch was included in the DEIS.

C The Service must commut in sts Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on
Mexican Wolf Remntroduction that subsequent reintroductions (if any) tn the
Amencan Southwest shall be determined through a formal Adaptive Management
Program {AMP). The AMP should be facilitated through an Adaptive Management
Work Group organized as a Federal Advisory Committee and chaired by a staff
designee of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Region 2 Director. The Adaptive
Management Work Group must include full participation by the Arizona Game and
Fish Department, and other interested or affected parties as appropriate under
Federal law guiding such processes

The AMP must assess the efficacy of the White Sands reintroduction, and the
results of that assessment must form the basis of a determination whether (and if
sa, how) to reintroduce the Mexican wolf at any site or sites other than White

GAME & FISH DEPARTM e G T
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State Agencies

Arizona Game and Fish
Department:

1. The FWS has determined that the
BRWRA is the most appropriate location for
the initial reintroduction and that the
WSWRA would be used as a secondary
reintroduction area only if necessary and
feasible.

2.  The FWS plans to do this.

3. We are not certain what the Commission
means by a “formal” Adaptive Management
Program; however, the FWS is committed to
the adaptive management concept, the
establishment of a formal management group
(which includes full participation by AGFD),
and to the concept of an oversight or advisory
group. See Chapter 2, Preferred Alternative,
for more discussion on these topics.

4. The management group, using an
adaptive management process, will assess the
efficacy of the initial reintroduction effort, and
use the results of that assessment and other
relevant information as the basis of any
determination to conduct an additional release
or releases on another area.

5. The FWS agrees with all these goals, but
does not commit to conducting the initial
reintroduction on the WSWRA.



Agency et al. Comments and Responses

6. The rationale and comments of

individual commissioners are acknowledged.
Arizona Game and Fish Commission October 21, 1995 Specific issues included in the official com-
Motion on Mexican Wolf DEIS Page 2 ment document are addressed below, begin-
| L' ning with FWS response number 7.

Sands, within the constraints of the Final FIS and Final Nonessential Experimental
Population Rule for Mexican Wolf reintroduction.

Specific AMP goals must at a minimum include:

a. Facilitating P o itoring and h informaton
on affected resource conditions, trends, and processes.
b Ensuning that the White Sands' project’s conservauon and management

objectives are fuifilled 1n good faith and in full compliance with the
Nonessential Experimental Population Rule, and without abridgement of
any Federal, State, Tribal, or other legal obligation. 6

¢ Providing a mechanism for resolving disputes among the affected land and
wildlife management agencies and private landowners (if any).

d. Providing a forum by which to transfer information derived from wolf and
prey base montonng or other perunent management activities at White
Sands to the interested and affected parues, and the general public.

Rationale as stated by Commissioner Golightly

1 The Adaptive Management approach recommended within the DEIS necessitates
collection of empirical data for development of management guidelines.
Information collected 1n the more controlied setting of the White Sands area should
provide knowledge necessary for wolf managemert in the larger and more complex
Blue Range Area

2. Reintroduction mto White Sands initially will allow analysis of:

a adaptahility of captive wolves to a wild existence I-
b, ternitory fidelity and stability

< effectiveness of nonessential experimental management plan

d potental for using wild born pups for reintroduction into the Blue Range

Area, or elsewhere

3 The geneuc diversity and size of the capuve population will be atlowed to increase
to more opimum levels. If the two newly certified lines of Mexican wolves are
allowed 1o interbreed with the currently certified population for three to five years,
the captive stock will have a higher level of diversity. At present only small
numbers of diverse, but genetically surplus, animals exist in the captive population.

Arizona Game and Fish Commission October 21, 1995
Motion on Mexican Wolf DEIS Page 3

This small number of available stock for reintroduction favors using White Sands
because fewer animals are needed for that area.

The White Sands wolf population will always need active genetic management
through managed dispersal and subsequent releases. This could take place as the
captive population is being diversified and allowed to expand. If reintroduction
occurs as proposed, wild-caught wolves from White Sands could be used as
reintroduction stock for the Blue Range Area or another site, should one be
forthcoming (perhaps even in Mexico).

4, Effects on Southwest game populations in a multi-predator system could be
documented 1 the more controlled situation in White Sands. Studies on the effects
of wolves on their ungulate prey would be more complete in White Sands because
more baseline information 1s available on lions and ungulates. Hunter harvest can
be monitored more closely there, making biological data from harvested ungulates
more available than 1n the Blue Range Area.

5 Effects on existing predator populations could be documented, to test theories about
displacement and compehnion. A recent study of lions in White Sands provides b
considerabie baseline data on existing predator populations and home ranges that
1s simply not available for the Blue Range Area.

6 The results of the truly experimental reintroduction of captive-reared Mexican
wolves in the more controflable circumstances that I believe exists in White Sands
would allow agencies and the public to better determine whether wolves should and
could be reintroduced and effectively managed, in a more isolated and rugged
environment such as exists in the Blue Range Area of eastern Arizona and western
New Mexico.

7 1 believe that only through actual, close observation of Mexican wolves in the wild
can anyene reasonably predict the behavior of wolves in the wild, and thus predict
the true :mpacts and chances for success, of a reintroduction.

8 For these reasons, for the Mexican wolf's sake, as well as for the best interests of
the public, I believe that 1t would be most prudent to carry forward this expeniment
at White Sands, conduct all the appropriate management and research actvites,
and use the open public process of Adaptive Management to determine where o
go from there. That would provide the best apportunity for sound science to lead
to good management




Arizona Game and Fish Commission October 21, 1995
Motion on Mexican Wolf DEIS Paged
9 As 2 Game and Fish Commissioner represenung the interests of the public, I offer

this recommendation as a compromise that [ believe is truly in everyone's best
interests, whether wolf advocate or wolf opponent or neutral party, should any
exist,

Document MG-MWREC FNL

Anzona Game and Fish Commission Concerns
Expressed at the
October 21, 1995 Commission Meeting
Regarding the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Draft Envirc ! Impact Si
On Mexican Wolf Reintroduction

Chairman Porter

1

[

Elk and deer population numbers (minimum, maximum, and average) do not seem
to be consisient within the DEIS. The Service must clarify whether these
discrepancies arise from errors in mathematics or they reflect comparisons between
population estimates at different points in time over the length of the proposed
recovery and management effort. See DEIS comments:page 7 lines 21-24.

The DEIS proposes 1-mile radius temporary closures for acclimation pens, denning
sites, and rendezvous sites. The Service needs to affirm that impacts of these
closures on big game hunts will be minimized. Scouting often begins in August and
actual hunts begin in September. Sec DEIS comments: page 2 lines 14,

The Service also needs to affirm that ranchers will be allowed to drive cattie
through such closures. See DEIS comments: page 2 lines 4-5.

Back-country road: Please define this term, as opposed to a thoroughfare. Concern:
closure of a back-country road may close an area far greater than 1-mile in radius.
The Service needs to affirm that temparary closures will not exceed an area 1 mile
1n radius. See DEIS comments: page 2 lines 7-10.

The draft nonessential experimental rule in the DEIS states that permission "may"
be granted to privaie property owners to take wolves on public lands after certain
conditions are met. The Service needs to provide more definitive wording, that
clanfies when a private landowner will or will not be granted such authority. The
concern 1s that at an operational level Service employees may not provide the
necessary approval if guidelines are not specific. See DEIS comments: page 2 lines

12 7

Cooperating agencies must be able to use leghold traps to take wolves, whether for
management purposes (including relocation and research), retention 1n captvity,
or cuthanasia, and regardless of land ownership. The concern 1s that if the 10()
rule 15 not absolutely explicit and inclusive on this count, State law 1 Arnizona may
preciude such use. See DEIS comments: page 2 lines 24-30.

The DEIS establishes that restrictions may be placed on use of specific depredation
conirol measures {(e.g. M44s) through cooperative management agreements with
Animal Damage Control and perhaps other agencies. The Service needs to affirm

b
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Arizona Game and Fish Commission Qctober 23, 1995
Concems with Mexican Wolf DEIS Page 2

that such agreements will be consistent across public lands and Tribal lands to the
maximum extent feasible. See DEIS comments: page 14 lines 30-33

Page 2-24 "The FWS does not guarantee the future existence of this private
miuganon fund.” Concern: FWS must guarantee compensation for livestock
depredation losses, and not leave this 1n the hands of a private organization. See
DEIS comments: page 6 lines 1-2.

Page 4-16: The Service must clarify the distinction between economuc benefits and
expenditures. On what surveys were these conclusions based? FWS surveys may
not have included children under age 16. Hunting benefits (values and
expenditures) seem very low, but it also seems redundant o inciude actual
{expenditures) and hypothetical (economuc values) costs for the same event. See
DEIS comments: page 15 Les 35-38.

Possible wolf depredation impacts to the bighom sheep population in the Blue
Range were not adequately addressed in the DEIS. These sheep are using habitats
that differ markedly from those occupied in other parts of the Rocky Mountains.
Wolf depredation on bighorns is more likely in these areas of the Blue than in more
rugged terruin. See DEIS comments: page 9 lines 16-19.

Commissioner Belman

1

The proposed 10(j) rule should have been published before or with the DEIS, so
the public could evaluate and comment on both at the same time See DEIS
comments: page ! lines 35-36.

The DEIS must affirm more clearly that all wolves reintroduced (including pups
whelped in acclimation pens) will be radio tagged for monitoring, and that project
biologists will make every reasonable effort to radio implant all pups whelped in
the wild for monitoring. See DEIS comments: page 3 lines 32-34.

The Commission's response must include the Department's DEIS concerns, with
modificatons as necessary to reflect today's discussions See DEIS comments: all.

Commissioner Johnson

1

[

Tourism should not be used as justification for wolf reintroduction. The people 1n
the Blue do not want add:tional thousands of visitors. See DEIS comments: page
16 lines [-2.

There were inadequate surveys of rural citizens of Arizona. The ming and
publicity of the hearings were poor. Given that the surveys were poor she feels the

Arizona Game and Fish Commission October 23, 1995
Concerns with Mexican Wolf DEIS Page 3

tn

Fish and Wildlife Service is forcing the reintroduction project on the rural citizens.
See DEIS comments: page 1 lines 17-20.

Adequate funding must be available for the duration of the project. See DEIS
comments: page 21 lines 9-10

The Fish and Wildlife Service needs to look into the exteat of increased
depredation outside of the primary and secondary recovery zones due to other
predators being displaced by reintroduced wolves. See DEIS comments: page 2
lines 32-34

There 1s concemn for the decrease 1n revenues to the Department from a decrease
n license and tag sales. See DEIS comments: page 15 lines 32-34.

Commissioner Guenther

1

(=3

There 15 too much anger between the opposing groups to move forward with wolf
reintroduction at this time. We need t look further for middle ground, and create
4 more friendly environment for wolf reintroduction. It will be difficult, if not
impossible, to promote successful reintroduction and recovery in an adversarial
environment. See DEIS comments: page 2 lines 36-39.

The reintroduction of the Mexican wolf, while it may be desirable, 1s not a
necessity for a functional ecosystem See DEIS comments: page 2 lines 39-41.

1t does not appear that local governments have participated in this process as fully
as would have been desirable. The Service needs to identify why that happened,
if 1t did, and if possible resolve the problem. Local government participation is
essential to decision making. It 15 unfair 1o reintroduce the wolf into an area where
the majonty of the people are against such reintroduction and their lives and
livelihood may be impacted by 1it. See DEIS comments: page 1 lines 15-17.

The Service needs to find another vehicle for depredation compensation, other than
the Defenders of Wildlife program. We need to expand the proposal to make 1t
truly an incenuve based program See DEIS comments: page 6 lines 1-2.

The effects of the recent voter-approved trapping ban need to be clarified. Can
agencies use leghold traps or not, and if so under what circumstance and with what
limitations. Until we know the effects of the trapping ban on predator-prey
relations, 1t would be imprudent to add another predator to the equation. See DEIS
comments: page 2 lines 24-30

Agency et al. Comments and Responses



Arizona Game and Fish Commission October 23, 1995
Concerns with Mexican Wolf DEIS Page 4
6. We need o reserve the right to revisit the proposal and, if necessary, amend the

C ission’s position fol g the pletion of the Final Environmental Impact
S and the publication of the final nonessentiai/experimental rule in the
Federal Register. See DEIS comments: page 3 lines 1-3.

Commissioner Golightly (all comments included 1n the Commission motion)

1

The Adaptive pproach ded within the DEIS necessitates
collection of empirical data for develop of nag guideli
Informaton collected in the more controlled setting of the White Sands area should
provide knowledge y for wolf g in the larger and more complex
Blue Range Area

Reintroduction into White Sands initially will allow analysis of:

a adaptability of captive wolves to a wild existence

b. territory fidelity and stability

¢ effectiveness of nonessential experimental management plan

d potential for using witd born pups for reintroduction 1nto the Blue Range
Area, or elsewhere

The genenc diversity and size of the captive population will be allowed to increase
to more opumum levels. If the two newly certified lines of Mexican wolves are
allowed to interbreed with the currendly certified population for three to five years,
the captve stock will have a higher level of diversity. At present only small
numbers of diverse, but genetically surplus, animals exist in the ¢captive population.
This small number of available stock for reintroduction favors using White Sands
necause fewer animals are needed for that area.

The White Sands wolf population will always need active genebc management
through managed dispersal and subsequent releases. This could take place as the
:aptive population 1s being diversified and allowed to expand. If reintroduction
occurs as proposed, wild-caught wolves from White Sands could be used as
reintroduction stock for the Blue Range Area or another site, should one be
forthcoming (perhaps even i Mexico)

Effects on Southwest game populations in a multi-predator system could be
documented 1n the more controlled situation m White Sands. Studies on the effects
of walves on their ungulate prey would be more complete in White Sands because
more baseline information 15 availablie on lions and ungulates. Hunter harvest can
he monitored more closely there, making biological data from harvested ungulates
more available than in the Blue Range Area.

Arizona Game and Fish Commission October 23, 1995

Concerns with Mexican Wolf DEIS

Effects on existing predator populations could be d d, to test theories about
displacement and competition. A recent study of lions in White Sands provides
considerable baseline data on existing predator populations and home ranges that
15 simply not available for the Blue Range Area.

The results of the truly experimental reintroduction of captive-reared Mexican
wolves in the more controllable circumstances in White Sands would allow
agencies and the public to better determine whether wolves should and could be
reintroduced and effectively managed, in a more isolated and rugged environment
such as exists in the Blue Range Area of castern Arizona and western New Mexico.

Only through actual, close observation of Mexican wolves in the wild can anyone
reasonably predict the behavior of wolves in the wild, and thus predict the true
1mpacts and chances for success, of a reintroduction.

I or these reasons, for the Mexican wolf’s sake, as well as for the best interests of
the public, it would be most prudent to carry forward this experiment at White
Sands, conduct all the appropriate management and research activities, and use the
open public process of Adaptive Management to determine where to go from there.
That would provide the best apportunity for sound science to lead to good
management.

Document TBJ-8510.076
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Arizona Game and Fish Commission October 24, 1995
Mexican Wolf DEIS Evaluation Page 1

PROCESS

The 1. S Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has been criticized for the delay in producing the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), but .ae complexity of the issue, and of working with other
federal and state agencies, was partly the cause USFWS used information and process ideas from
the Northern Rocky Mountain wolf recovery project very well, and thus avoided making some of the
mistakes made in that action Coordination with and mvolvemenx of Arizona Game and Fish
Department throughout the process was cc dable, as hange and receptiveness
for input was consistent and professional

The Department and the public were given ample opportunity to provide mput at a variety of formal
and informal meetings Issues raised at scoping sessions were analyz.ed to the fullest extem possxble
USFWS representatives attended most of the AGFD public ngs and C on:
recerving input on Arizona concerns

[t does not appear that local governments have participated in this process as fully as would have
been desirable The Service needs to identify why that happened, if it did, and if possible resolve the
problem Local government participation 1s essential to decision-making. There were inadequate
surveys of rural citizens of Arizona The tiruing and publicity of the hearings were poor  Given that
the surveys were poor a Commissioner feels the Fish and Wildlife Service is forcing the reintroduction
project on the rural citizens

SUMMARY

“Net long term effects” should be better defined on page I and throughout the DEIS It should be
clearly stated up front that these impacts are being projected over a period of up to 14 years The time

projected 1o reach the recovery goal after the initial release should be listed more clearly 1n a summary
table for each alternative The hunting public will likely be very concerned regarding the projected
1085 1n etk and deer numbers, particularly without having a better indication of the period over which
these losses might occur This information is important enough to be included in the abstract and
summary Concerns within this group might be reduced by also noting that wild unguhte populatmns
could still nse 1n companson to current estunates, under the exp wild ung pop

model scenario, even with wolf reintroduction

The proposed 10(j) rule should have been published before or with the DEIS, so the public could
evaluate and comment on both at the same time

On page vy, "disturbance-causing land use activities* should be defined, there or in the glossary The
word "active” showuld be inserted before "rendezvous sites” in the last tine of this page and elsewhere

Arizona Game and Fish Commission October 24, 1995
Mexican Waolf DEIS Evaluation Page 2

The DEIS proposes 1-mile radius temporary closures for wchmnon puu, du'mmg sites, and
rendezvous sites on page vi and within the draft L rule. The
Semce needs to affirm that impacts of these closures on big gunc bunts wul be minimized, since

often begins in August and actuai hunts begin in September. The Service also needs to affirm
that ranchers will be allowed to drive cattle through such areas, if necessary.

N N

The DEIS should define a back-country road, as opposed to a thoroughfare on page vii and in the
proposed draft nonessential experimental population rule The Department is concerned that closure
of a back-country road may close an area far greater than 1-mile in radius. The Service needs to
affirm that these closures wiil not exceed an area | mile in radius

PO U P

I'he draft nonessential experimental rule in the DEIS states that permission "may” be granted to
private property owners to take wolves on public lands after certain conditions are met on page ix
and in the draft J I population rule. The Service needs to provide more
definitive wording that clarifies whm a private landowner will or will not be granted such authority
Concern at an operational level Service employees may not provide the necessary approval if
guidelines are not specific

I’y

On page ix, second bulleted paragraph, it appears that only property and livestock owners would be
allowed to take wolves on private or tribally-owned land We suggest adding “and their agents” to
the list of people who could take wolves under these conditions. In the third bulleted paragraph, we
suggest adding "or remove” after "translocate” in the first line.

The DEIS states that authorized USFWS, ADC, tribe and State employees may capture and
translocate reintroduced wolves consistent with a USFWS-approved mansgement plan or special
management procedure on page ix and in the proposed draft nonessential experimental population
rule Cooperating agencies must be able to use leghold traps to take wolves, whether for management
purposes (including relocation and research), retention in captivity, or euthanasia, and regardless of
iand ownership The conce is that if the 10(j) rule is not absolutely explicit and inclusive on this
ount, State law in Anzona may preclude such use

R R R R NV I N Wy

e Fish and Whidlife Service needs to look into the extent of increased dcpmd:mon oumdc of
the primary and secondary recovery zones due 1o other predators being displaced by rei d
wolves.

[

One Commussioner believes that there is 100 much anger between the opposing groups to move
forward with wolf reintroduction ar this time. We need o look further for middle ground, and
create a more frendly envi for wolf rei ion. It will be difficult, if not impossible,
10 promote successful reintroduction and recovery in an adversarial environment.

40 He also believes that the reintroduction of the Mexican wolf, while it may be desirable, is not 2
necessity for a functional ecosystern.
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Agency et al. Comments and Responses

7. Comments acknowledged. The FWS
believes that local governments and rural
citizens were adequately involved throughout
the NEPA process, which involved 4 scoping
meetings, 14 public open house meetings, and
3 formal public hearings in both rural and
urban areas. In addition, the FWS attended
most public meetings held by AGFD. Chapter
5, Consultation and Coordination, describes
the extent to which input from agencies,
organizations, and individuals was sought. We
disagree that surveys conducted by the Arizona
Game and Fish Department, and the timing
and publicity of the hearings, were “poor.”

8. We have clarified the language in the
Abstract.

9. This was our original intent, but the
internal FWS review process for the rule took
longer than for the DEIS. The public is being
given a full opportunity to comment on the
Proposed Rule.

10. See Appendix G - Glossary, for a
definition of “disturbance-causing land use
activities.” Also, the word “active,” which
already was in the draft Proposed Rule, has
been inserted in the text as suggested.

11. New language has been adopted that
would allow livestock drives through otherwise
restricted areas near release pens, dens, and
rendezvous sites, z'fno reasonable alternate
route or timing exists. The FWS is com-
mitted to the goal of minimizing the effect

of temporary closures on hunting-related
activities. However, the need to restrict these
activities must be considered on a case-by-case
basis, with input from established manage-
ment and advisory groups.

12. All references to the closure of back-
country roads have been deleted. Based on
public and agency comments, the FWS has
determined that this provision would be
unlikely to accomplish the intended objective.

13. It is hard to conceive of every possible
situation, but we believe that there could be
situations where it may not further the
conservation of the reestablished wolf
population to grant permission for taking a
depredating wolf on public lands. While the
FWS is committed to providing clarity
wherever possible in the rule, a certain degree
of management flexibility is desirable. Input
from established management and advisory
groups would be sought prior to any decision
to grant or deny permission.
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One Commissioner believes we need to reserve the right to revisit the proposal and, if necessary,
amend the Commission's positon following the compietion of the Final Environmental Impact
Statemnent and the publication of the final nonessential/experimental rule in the Federal Register.

This section of the DEIS should identify the possibility of contracting universities to conduct pertinent
research on all aspects of the proposed reintroduction, including human dimensions

CHAPTER 2. ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION

Introduction

The "certification” of the Aragon and Ghost Ranch lineages needs to be updated mn the Final
Envirc | Impact Si (FEIS) Status of the Sevilleta facility should also be updated in the
FEIS The AGFD analysis of four candidate areas within Arizona should be cited as Johnson et al
(1992) 1 the first paragraph on page 2-3 and eisewhere The complete citation is correctly listed in
the Literature Cited section

Alternative A

The AGFD Mexican Wclf Reintroduction Proposal appears relatively intact in Alternative A
Boundaries for the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area (BRWRA) are different because the USFWS
included conuguous lands in western New Mexico in the DEIS. The DEIS proposes 10 reintroduce
three family groups each year for the first couple of years, whereas the AGFD proposal recommended
reieasing only two family groups AGFD preferred reintroduction of oaly two family groups to reduce
trutial management and momitorng costs The DEIS assumes some wolves will quickly disperse into
the secondary zones of New Mexico

We agree with the nonessential experimental designation outlined in the proposed action and with the
specific management protocol in the proposed rule We believe that the nonessential experimental
designation will not jeopardize wolf recovery, and will protect wolves that are not causing conflicts,
which we expect will be the majority of them

The DEIS must affirm more clearly that all wolves reintroduced (including pups wheiped in
acclimation pens) will be radio tagged for momitoning, and that project biologists will make every
reasonable effort to radio implant all pups whelped in the wild for monitoring

The DEIS recommends road closures if illegal killing of wolves threatens the recovery effort Road
closures, aithough used on a limited basis for other wildlife, may do more overall damage to the we ©
project through increased animosity and consequently higher chances of illegal killing of wolves
Since wolves usually roam over large areas, any road closure program would need to close off large
expanses of National Forest to prevent human-wolf interactions We do not believe this is desirable,

y, or feasible We d that much greater emphasis be placed on education and -

11
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Agency et al. Comments and Responses

14. The “agents” language already was in the
draft Proposed Rule; it has been added to the
text. Other suggested revisions have been
made.

15. The final rule would be worded to
specifically authorize the use of leghold traps
by the FWS and any cooperating agencies for
all approved management purposes on both
public and private lands.

16. The FWS, in cooperation with estab-
lished management and advisory groups, will
identify research priorities and encourage
appropriate research. The suggested research
topic addresses a commonly expressed
concern.

17. Wolves generate strong emotions in
humans; no amount of mitigation is likely to
eliminate all anger and hostility toward the
wolf or between opposing groups. We believe
the Preferred Alternative addresses the
legitimate concerns of both those who support
and oppose this proposal, while Fulfilling the
FWS’s ESA responsibilities to recover the
Mexican wolf.

18. Comment acknowledged.
19. These changes have been made.

20. The FWS is committed to placing radio
collars or implants on or in all released wolves
and to maintaining enough functioning radios
in the re-established population to ensure
adequate monitoring of its status. We antici-
pate that a higher percentage of the popula-
tion will have radios during the first several
years of the reintroduction effort than during
later years. It would be impractical to commit
to placing a radio transmitter on every wolf in
the re-established population.

2 1. We agree; the road closure provision has
been deleted.
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enforcement t0 counteract and prevent illegal killings If specific areas are proposed for road closures,
we presume that the appropnate land management agency (¢ g U S Forest Service) would do so
through normal practices that provide for notifying the public, placing appropnate signage, and
enforcement

Specific cniena for determining whether wolves occupy an area before any are released as
nonessential expenumental need 1o be defined For example, how many miles of surveys with no wolf
sign observed are needed to say with confidence that there are no wolf populations 1n the area? What
other cntena could be used 10 “clear” an area?

The Adaptive Management approach, which would include public participation, should be used to
evaluate the success or failure of the vanous elements of this proposal

Cnitena used for deciding where to begin, Blue Range or White Sands, should be quantified in the
following areas
~the number of surplus wolves available
At present only small numbers of diverse, but genetically surplus, animals exist in the
captive population The FEIS should reflect the number of surplus wolves available
and the number of wolves needed {or reintroduction into each area

-the amount of funding avalable
Currently, the DEIS appears to state that there 1s no difference in the cost of
reintroduction program between the Blue Range Area and the White Sands Area We
recommend that size-specific estimated budgets be included wn the FEIS

-the size of field staff available
The DEIS does not give esumates of the required personnel to manag:
reintroductions i each area Such estimates should be included in the FEIS for eac
of the two proposed areas

-the level of agency preparedness for addressing livestock depredation cases
This "level of preparedness” needs 10 be more specifically descnibed For exampie
how many personnel would be needed 1o be considered "prepared?

We sirongly believe the USFW'S and cooperating agencies should be prepared wit:
a deprecation control program well in a advance of a reintroduction attempt Thi:
program including identification of the responsible agency, budget sources, and the
number of personnel required should be more clearly described in the FEIS

Wolf population growth projections in the DEIS show a growth rate faster than has been documented
in other areas, such as Wisconsin and Montana We would expect a slower growth rate, bur

l.u
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Agency et al. Comments and Responses

22. The FWS is cooperating with the AGFD
in the establishment of these criteria.

23. We agree.

24. The number of surplus wolves that will
be available cannot be accurately stated in the
FEIS because it changes with reproduction
and mortality in the captive population.
Currently 10 surplus wolves are available, and
in July 1996 more will be identified. A
minimum of 6 surplus wolves would be
needed for the initial reintroduction, although
we would want some potential replacement
surplus wolves in reserve. The FWS would not
initiate a reintroduction effort until an
adequate initial supply of surplus wolves was
available and the captive population was
capable of producing a steady supply.

25. Revised budget estimates are presented in
Appendix B.

26. Estimates of required personnel are
presented in Appendix B.

27. The FWS considers the presence of one
animal damage control specialist on the field
management staff, with cross-training of other
field staff in basic depredation assessment and
control techniques, as adequate preparedness
for addressing livestock depredation cases. We
propose that this position be assigned to the
Animal Damage Control Division of the U.S.
Department of Agriculture and funded by a
transfer of funds from the FWS to USDA-
ADC.

28. We agree.

29. We agree that there is uncertainty in
projecting population growth rates, but we
believe our projections are reasonable. A key
difference between the Montana and Wiscon-
sin populations and the population we
propose to establish is that the former
expanded through natural recolonization
mechanisms, whereas this population will be
supplemented periodically with additional
wolves.

30. This fluctuation idea is stated in the text.
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considering the complexity of the variables involved, there 15 no way to make predictions with any
degree of cenainty If wolf populations were to increase at a slower rate, total annual impacts would
be less. and it would take longer to reach the recovery goal Fluctuations in population size once it
reaches some type of asymptote shouid be more clearly presented

All participating agencies should play a role in wolf monitoring, if they choose to enter imo a
cooperative agreement with USFWS (last paragraph on page 2-18) or participate in the Adaptive
Management Program In addition, long-term management plans should be developed, even if only
1n draft form, and be made available for management agencies and the public to review during the
recovery period rather than waiting to fully achieve recovery objective numbers This would ensure
that there would be some form of long term management strategies in place prior 10 reaching the

target objectives and prevent a time lag in providing management direction for responsible agencies

Wolf recovery area boundaries are logical, well-thought out, and as biologically sound as they can
be considering political realities The pnmary and secondary zones follow National Forest boundanes
for management purposes and the nonessential experimental zone is delineated by Interstate
Highways and state borders Highways or political boundaries usually have no significance
ecologically, but 1n this case the northem and southern highway boundaries actually closely
approxumale the Limits of apparently suitable wolf habitat in Anzona

All boundaries coincide with those proposed within the AGFD proposal, exception that sections of
western New Mexico are mcluded in the DEIS Blue Range Area Since wolves are capable of wide-
ranging dispersal. intensive montonng and management will be needed to confine wolf recovery to
the zones described We expect thus will be part of the implementation plan

A citauon for the use of the capture collars may be appropriate in the 4th paragraph of page 2-20
(Mech. L D and E M Gese 1992 Field testing the Wildlink capture collar on wolves Wildl. Soc
Bull 29 221-223)

We recommend that "problem wolves" associated with repeated Livestock depredation or close
association with humans not be translocated from White Sands Wolf Recovery Area to the Blue
Range Wolf Recovery Area or vice versa If wolves are hahituaily causing problems in one area, they
are likely to continue such behavior 1n the area they are moved to, as studies from Minnesota have
suggested Such wolves should be re-captured, withheld from the captive breeding program, and
perhar s be used on educational display in appropriately licensed facilities open to the public

The DEIS shouid include more emphasis and detail on monitoring and management of released
wolves For example, we would like to see how many staff are going 10 be assigned to the project,
and the proposed budget for telemetry flights Budget accommodations should also be made for state
wildlifs agency partictpation, should such agencies choose to participate

Anzona Game and Fish Commission October 24, 1995
Menican Wolf DEIS Evaluation Page 6

The Service needs to find another vehicle for depredation compensation, other than the Defenders
of Wildlife program

Alternative B

This alternative also resembles the AGFD Wolf reintroduction proposal, with the exception of
prevenung dispersal from the core primary recovery zone into the secondary recovery zone The
AGFD proposal allowed for dispersal from the core area into the surrounding Apache National Forest
within Arizona The goal of establishing 20 wolves within the primary recovery zone appears to be
b bl idering the available habitat H , this population size is not likely to be self-
sustaining and falls far short of the Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan objectives

Alternative C

This alternative calls for reintroduction of a fully protected population of Mexican wolves 1nto the
pnmary wolf recovery zones, with no restrictions on dispersal of wolves outside of this zone Since
there would be no contral on where wolves could colonize, wolf management activities could be
spread out across the states, increasing project costs and response time to document wolf-caused
depredations Control of depredating wolves would be limited and could only be conducted if the
control were to somehow enhance the survival of the species The Defenders of Wildlife
Compensation program would be available to ranchers expenencing documented losses to wolves

In our view, contlicts between wolf recovery and the current land uses would be much higher if this

alternative were implemented Since reintroduced wolves would be fully protected and allowed to0
colonize anywhere, much less control of their impacts would be afforded state and federal wildlife

agencies ft could be argued that, by allowing natural dispersal, the wolf population could increase
at a faster rate, thus reaching recovery goals in a shorter period of time, reducing overall costs of
recovery However, there is no empirical evidence to support this contention.

The potential for additional land use restnictions under this alternative will likely cause unneeded
opposition to wolf recovery from livestock producers and the timber industry Conflicts with

management for spotted owls and northern goshawks might compli Section 7 ¢ N

Minimal of dispersal under this aiternative also removes flexibility in management of the
genetic diversity of the wild population Reintroduction with the ability to manage genetic diversity
through organized translocations would reduce inbreeding concerns

Alternative D

This alt ve calls for conti jon of the current Mexican wolf recovery activities, which is passive
2 for natural recolonization and no reintroduction This alternative would also maintain

full protection under the Endangered Species Act for any recolonizing wolves However, since no
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Agency et al. Comments and Responses

3 1. The text has been revised to acknow-
ledge the role of cooperating agencies.

32. We agree.

33. Estimates of staff size are now presented
in Appendix B. The proposed staff could be
comprised of any combination of federal,
state, tribal, or other biologists depending on
future management agreements. If reintroduc-
tion is authorized, estimated project costs will
be included in FWS budget requests. This
would include support for agreed-upon state
wildlife agency participation.

34. The FWS is willing to consider any
plausible proposal for depredation com-
pensation.

35. For these reasons and others, the FWS
supports the Preferred Alternative.
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wolf populations have been found along the U S -Mexico borderlands in many years, despite surveys
and follow-ups of sighting reports, 1t is highly unlikely that this aiternative would ever accomplish
recovery objectives As stated in the DEIS, natural recolonization occurred very slowly in the
Northwest and the Great Lakes region, even though these areas are near a large, healthy source
population of wolves

Because of the reasons stated above. this alternative does not seem “reasonable® as defined under
NEPA process

In Table 2-9 on page 2-43, the heading labeled "Impacts on Recreation” should be changed to
"Impacts on Non-hunting recreation ”

CHAPTER 3. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENTS

Blue Ringe Wolf Recovery Area
The ciiauon AGFD (1992) should be replaced with Johnson et al (1992) throughout this chapter
The complete citation is listed 1n the Literature Cited section already

Animals

Potential wild prey of wolves.

Elk and deer population numbers (mummum, maxamum, and average) do not seem to be consistent
within the DEIS The Service must clarify whether these discrepancies arise from errors n
mathematics or they reflect comparisons between population estimates at different points in ime over
the length of the proposed recovery and management effort

Species of special concern.
An update on cnitical habitat designation for the spotted owl is needed in this section

The citation for designating the water shrew and jumping mouse as species of special concern in
Anzona should be "Arizona Game and Fish Department In prep Wildlife of special concern
Anzona Game and Fish Department publication "

Potential wild prey of wolves.
"Coue’s” deer shouid be "Coues," without the apostrophe, here and throughout the DEIS

Hunning
There are no crossbow seasons for elk, except through special pernuts for disabled hunters Elk
seasons occur 1n September, October, November, and December

Arizona Game and Fish Commission October 24, 1995
Mezxican Wolf DEIS Evaluation Page 8

Agency and local government plans and policies

U.S. Forest Service.

The first paragraph on page 3-13 states that “old-growth areas will be retained, and uneven-aged
timber will be h d " However, the current forest plan for the Apache-Sitgreaves

National Forests (ASNF) emphasi ged and has not been formally amended to

reflect g ph

On Table 3-2 1 the source should read AGFD (1994b), not ADGF 1994b

The P ial Natural Recolonization Areas

We believe this heading should be bolded and underlined as was done for the White Sands and Blue
Range wolf recovery areas Subsequent section aitles should also be changed to address the hierarchy
of organization Immediately after the title "Southeastern Arizona Potential Natural Recolonization
Area. " there should be a subheading "Coronado National Forest south of I-10" as indicated in the
table of contents

On page 3-63, 3rd paragraph, there should be a better reference for the source of this data, such as
Girmendonk (1594b)

The Hunting section on page 3-65 should mention that black bear and lion hunting, as well as small
game hunting, 1s also permitted in the Coronado National Forest It could be made more clear that
only areas south of I- 10 are being considered here

Hunting seasons are not dentical in this area and the BRWRA There are different seasons for the
same species in some cases, and additional seasons for some species In addition, small game hunting
1s more common south of 1-10 than in the BRWRA

In the Public access and recreation section on page 3-67 the citation for road densities should be
the originai source, such as the Forest Service report

CHAPTER 4. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
Alternative A:

Impacts on wild prey of wolves

It should be more clearly stated that projections of changes in the wild ungulate populations are
estimated five years after the recovery goals are met, which is projected w be 14 years after wolves
are ininally released into the areas. The current language could lead the reader to belicve that a 22
percent reduction in the deer herd could occur in just five years, whereas the intent is to say that this
change is a projected maximum that could occur over 15 years.

35

36
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36. All elk and deer population numbers have
been rechecked; they accurately present the
data provided by the state wildlife manage-
ment agencies.

37. This has been clarified.
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In the professional opinion of the Department's big game specialists, 41 percent compensatory 0
mortality seemed excessively optimistic Projections of impacts on the wild ungulate populations 3 A)
should therefore be based on compensatory levels closer to the mummum estimate of 17 percent

The DEIS states that walves that severely impact big game populations could be captured and moved
under the Mesxacan Wolf Experimental Population Rule. It would be very difficult to determine which
wolf (or wolves} was responsible for severely impacting a big game population Therefore, USFWS
and cooperating agencies need to be prepared and have the authority to trap and move several
wolves if not the entire pack, to mitigate the impact on the local big game population if this 1s
necessary

in Box 4-2 the underlined word "necessarily” should be deleted in the 3rd paragraph Arizona Game l 51
and Fish will definitely not reduce permit numbers just because wolves are introduced Permit

numbers are based on populations and hunt strategies

Possible wolf depredatior. 1mpacts 1o the bighorn sheep population in the Blue Range were not
adequately addressed in the DEIS These sheep are using habitats that differ markedly from those “l (4]
occupied n other pans of the Rocky Mountains Wolf depredation on bighorns is more likely in these

areas cf the Blue than in more rugged terrain

The Department understands the difficulty and assumptions that are required in attempting to simulate
predation rates and impacts We also realize that the ranges of projected impacts to deer and elk are
at besi an "educated guess " Therefore, a more appropnate conclusion would be “Although
considerable wncertanry exists, wolves are not expected to severely impact prey populations in the
BRWRA

Impacts on huating

The statement “all esimates are adjusted to 1994 dollars" should be moved to the paragraphs where
dollars estimates are given We assume that Walsh's study, which found the average net value for big
game hunting per person per day of $45 47, was adjusted to $58 00 n 1994 dollars

following table provides estimates of impacts to each state in proportion to the wild ungulate

Values 1n Table 4-1 should be identified as impacts specific to Anzona and to New Mexico The ‘l l
populations 1n each state, based on the total impacts estimated by Duffield and Neher (1994)

Arizona Game and Fish Commission October 24, 1995
Mexican Wolf DEIS Evaluation Page 14

We suggest the conclusion be changed to "Hunter take may fall (maximum projection of 17%), but
state wildlife agencies would reduce hunter take only if a measurable reduction in the deer herd 11 |
occurred " This information should be highlighted in the document abstract and summary to provide
for thase readers who may not carefully read all parts of the document and are concerned about
impacts on hunting

Impacts on livestock

The following sentence should be added 1o the last paragraph on page 4-11 “In addition, coyote and 1
lion densities may be reduced by competition with reintroduced wolves, which could reduce livestock q
depredation losses from coyotes and lions *

The DEIS should include discussion on other possible methods of compensating ranchers for
undocumented depredation losses to wolves Figures could be based on data from research conducted

on released wolves in the Southwest which would document the extent of undiscovered wolf kills 43
though intensive monitoring of the wolves' food habits

We agree with the conclusion that wolves will likely take between one and 34 cattle per year  and
should not cause a major mpact to ranching as a whole in the area, but some individual ranchers may
expenence significant losses In addition, this conclusion should also be highlighted in the summary
and abstract

Predator control programs

Impacts on predator control programs in Arzona will be insignificant as a result of wolf
reirtroduction The trapping ban, approved by vaters in 1994, disallows’use of traps, snares and
poisons on public Jands i Anzona The proposed nonessential experimental rule would not require
any trapping or other land use restrictions on private land so the presence of wolves in an area will
not change any predator control programs The use of hounds to control lions js not likely to impact
wolf numbers

The DEIS establishes that restrictions may be placed on use of specific depredation control measures
(e g M44s) through cooperative management agreements with Animal Damage Control and perhaps
other agencies The Service needs to affirm that such agreements will be consistent across public
lands and Tribal lands to the maximum extent feasible

Effects of wolf colonization on existing lion and coyote populations will be difficult to document.
However, evidence from other areas suggests that wolves will reduce the existing predator
populations, either through outright killing of lions and coyotes or by territarial exclusions

The Department believes that many, perhaps most, large predators displaced by wolves through
territorial aggression will either be killed by predators already inhabiting the dispersal areas or will
die in a refatively short time due to interspecific competition for food and space Although some

Agency et al. Comments and Responses

38. The experts whose opinions were sought
on this topic concluded that compensatory
mortality would probably be between 15%
and 47%. We used a similar range of values in
our prey impact simulation models and
predicted a range of estimated prey impact
levels, with the high side of the range reflect-
ing low compensatory mortality and the low
side reflecting high compensatory mortality.

39. This language has been changed.

40. The discussion of potential impacts on
bighorn sheep in the Blue Range has been
expanded based on new information received
from AGFD.

41. Revised tables provided by AGFD have
been included in the FEIS; some figures have
been rounded. The tables are not reproduced
here to save space.

42. This change has been made.

43. See response number 34. We agree that
the research suggested would contribute to
estimating the level of undetected livestock
depredation by wolves, but cannot guarantee
funding for this research.



bow R —

[

D3GR

W W L e e
S o o

~

Anzona Game and Fish Commission October 24, 1995
Mexican wolf DEIS Evaluation Page 15

dispersing displaced predators may in turn displace others of the same species, additional predator
control should not be necessary in the outlying areas. However, we suggest that USFWS support an
investigation o the effects of wolf colonization on existing pred. prey dynamics. The DEIS does
not include a summary conclusion for this area.

Agency policies and plans

The following phrase shouid be added in front of the first sentence for the State of Arizona
"Although the Department or Commissien has not taken an official stand on wolf reintroduction ”
Wolf recovery as proposed in this alternative will not sericusly impact existing AGFD policies or
plans

Impacts on land use
We agree with the conclusion that Altemative A will result in only minor temporary land use
restrictions within a one-mile radius of active dens and active rendezvous sites

Recreation

We agree with the conclusion that Alternative A may cause increased visitation to the wolf recovery
area, but may require minor temporary restrictions on access to areas within a one-mile radius of
acuve dens and active rendezvous sites

Regional economics

We disagree with the conclusion that the greatest negative economic effects will be in the lost value
of hunting and reduced expenditures associated with hunting As stated above, the Department will
not reduce deer permuts in the recovery areas just because wolves are present, if no measurable
change in the wild ungulate population is observed The predicted change in the wild ungulate
population could be easily offset by a number of environmental variables, the most important being
the amount and timing of annual moisture Habitat improvements through the use of prescribed fires,
for example, could also mitigate effects of wolves on wild ungulate populations If it is not possibl
to measure a reduction in wild ungulate numbers, the Department will not recommend reducing
hunting permits mn the area. If permits are not reduced, or are reduced less than predicted in the DEIS,
the economic umpact of the lost value of hunting and hunter's expenditure will be much iower than
predicted n the DEIS If permits are reduced, there 1s concern for the decrease in revenues to the
Deparument from a decrease in license and tag sales

The Service must clarify the distinction between economuc benefits and expenditures The surveys on
which these conclusions were based (USFWS surveys) may not have included children under age 16
Hunung benefits (values and expenditures) seem very low, but 1t also seems redundant to include
actual {expenditures) and hypothetical (economic values) costs for the same event

The projected negatve effects could also be presented as a percentage of total hunting expenditures
in the area

Arizona Game and Fish Commission
Mexican Wolf DEIS Evaluation

October 24, 1995
Page 16

Tounsm should not be used as justification for wolf reintroduction. The people in the Blue do not
want additional thousands of visitors

Summary of adverse effects of Alternative A
Adverse economuc impacts should also be expressed as a percentage of total hunting expenditures
or hi 1 the reintroduction area to provide perspective on the total impact

Alteruative B:

Impacts on the wild prey of wolves

Wolf population goals are lower under this alternative and thus prey impacts are projected to be less
than under Alternative A However, a single large pack of wolves could exert severe pressure on
localized bighorn sheep herds in the wolf recovery area. The flexible management guidelines of the
nonessential experimental designation are needed to mitigate this potential impact.

Impacts on huating

We suggest the conclusion be changed to “Hunter take may fall (maximum projection of 12%), but
the Anzona Game and Fish Department would reduce hunter take only if a measurable reduction in
the deer herd occurred * The computer model predicted a maximum reduction of the deer population
by about 2 percent per year under this alternative This change 1s too small 1o measure using
conventional census techniques This information should be highlighted in the document abstract and
summary to provide for those readers who may not carefully read all parts of the document but who
are concerned about tmpacts on hunting

Impacts on livestock

We request that the conclusion read "wolves should not cause a measurable impact to ranching as
a whole in the area, but some ranchers may experience losses * This conclusion should also be
hightighted in the summary and abstract

Impacts on predator control programs

ADC personnel have discontinued use of the most common method of predator control in the
proposed reintroduction area, the leg-hold trap, to comply with Arizona Revised Statute 17-301(D)
{the anu-trapping initiative) M44s can not be used on National Forest lands, which make up more
than 94 percent of the BRWRA_ Therefore, restrictions on the use of traps or M44s because of the
presence of Mexican wolves in an area would not pose any significant additional restrictions on the
tools or methods used by ADC to control other predators

Lmpacts on sgency and local government policies and plans
Wolf recovery as proposed in this alternative will not seriously impact existing AGFD policies or
plans

Agency et al. Comments and Responses

44. This addition has been made.
45. In Box 4-2 and in the discussion under
Impacts on Hunting we have added discussion

along the lines suggested.

46. All values are based on recognized sources

4y and expert economist advice; there

is no redundancy between actual expenditures
and the estimated value to the hunter (apart
from expenditures) of the hunting experience.

Y5

46

47. The FWS has never used tourism as
justification for wolf reintroduction. How-
ever, the potential impacts of wolf recovery on
tourism and related industries are qualitatively

47 discussed in Chap. 4 of the

FEIS (see also Appendix ].)

48. This change has been made with slight
revisions to the suggested language.

49. The phrase “may experience losses”
is more conditional than our conclusion
statement. We did not make this change.

4%

49
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Impacts oo land use
We agree with the conclusion that land use restnctions under this alternative will be minor and any
inconverszences will not result in major econonuc losses

Impacty on recreation

We agree with the analysis of impacts to recreation except for the effect of road closures in response
to illegal killing of wolves The animosity created as a result of road closures will be much more
detrimental to the recovery program than the added protection of road closures Since wolf home
ranges are estimated to be about 250 mi’, road closures would have to be unreasonably extensive to

afford the wolves any significant amount of protection from humans Access 10 private inholdings
within the forest may be restricted, raising the possibility of private takings Litigation Aggressive
enforcemem and long-term educational efforts would be mare effective methods of discouraging and
prevenung the illegal take of wolves

Regional economic impacts

We disagree with the conclusion that the greatest negative economic effects will be in the lost value
of hunting and reduced expenditures Reasons for our conclusion have been stated under Alternative
A

Alternative C:

Impacts on wild prey of wolves

We believe 1t 15 impossible 1o predict impacts on the wild prey of wolves under this alternative Since
wolves would be allowed to disperse outside the designated wolf recovery area. due to a lack of
specificity associated with potential dispersal areas, impacts to the wild ungulates cannot be
accuratzly modeled Extrapolation of projections from within the BRWRA to areas outside the
recover zone are not valid due to obvious differences in habitat types and wild ungulate populations
within these areas

It could be argued that impacts would be much less because the wolf population would probably be
more dispersed and less dense in any particular area On the other hand, wolf populations would

orobablv grow faster, since montality due to control measures would be lower Wolf densities could
be much higher than predicted n areas with higher prey densities Too much uncertainty exists under
this alternative to project with any confidence the potential impacts

Impacts on hunting

Since we believe that accurate projections on the impact to wild ungulates is impossible, it 1s also
impossible then to predict the efect of wolves on hunung. Wolves would probably distribute
themseives widely under this alternative, 50 measunng impacts would be even more difficult to
document

Arizona Game and Fish Commission October 24, 1995
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If wolves were to remain concentrated mn their distribution, local deer herds may be impacted enough
10 measure a decline 1n the deer herd, necessitating a reduction in hunter permits for that ares.

Since there would be no provisions under this alternative to move wolves having a significant impact
on wild ungulate herds, localized impacts on deer and bighomn sheep could reach very significant
levels

Impacts on livestock

There will be only limited depredation control on woives taking livestock under this alternative,
b of the fully-end. d status. In additi hers and their agents will not be allowed to

harass wolves near livestock and ADC will have additional restrictions placed oa their control
activities Therefore, livestock depredation will be higher than under Alternatives A & B We believe

actual livestock depredation levels will be higher than projected in the DEIS because livestock killing
wolves will not be removed in all cases, and these wolves may train their offspring to kill cattle

instead of wild prey We agree that this level of depredation is not likely to seriously impact ranching
as a whole, but some ranchers could expenence significant losses

Impacts on predator control programs

We agree that existence of a fully protected wolf population could inhibit activities of ADC. With the
adoption of the anti-trapping initiative which already prohibits trapping on public lands in Arizona,
this impact would occur on private lands only However, additional restrictions on predator control
acuvities, especially on private lands, would meet significant local opposition

Sport shooting of coyotes has been closed 1o Wisconsin during the deer season without overwhelming
opposiuon However, this coyote hunting in Wisconsin 1s primarily for sport, as predator control to
eliminate depredation pressure 18 not a priority with the low level of cattle grazing in the region In
the Southwest, the purpose of coyote hunting includes depredation contral in addition to the sport
motives Therefore, opposition to any coyote closure would surely be significant, and could distract
managers from other aspects of wolf management Arizong Game md Fxsh Conmusuon would also
have to approve this closure Coyote hunting could be allowed, but 2n i
1o make hunters aware that an endangered wolf population existed in the area migit be the besl way
to protect the recovenng wolf population People mistakenly shooting a wolf would be prosecuted
if crcumstances warrant

Impacts oo agency, tribal and local government policies and plans

Impacts to Department policies and plans could be significant under this alternative If low wild
unguiate populations were suspected of affecting wolf recovery, the DEIS states that habitat
management could be required to improve forage for the wild ungulates The USFWS could also
recommend changes in hunter harvest strategy for the area to i wild late pop
Direct USFWS involvement in state-coordinated bunting programs would meet with significant
oppasition, not only from private hunters, but also from the Department and Commission We

50

51

53

54
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50. See response number 12 above. The FWS
agrees that enhanced law enforcement and
public education would be more effective than
road closures.

51. Because of the uncertainties and data
deficiencies AGFD has identified, quantita-
tive impact analyses were confined to the
BRWRA and WSWRA, for which data were
available. Potential impacts in other areas into
which wolves would likely disperse generally
are addressed qualitatively.

52. Comments acknowledged.

53. We agree.

54. We agree with the approach presented.
However, if wolves were mistakenly killed
after implementation of these measures, the
FWS might request limited coyote hunting
season closures through cooperative agree-
ments with the States, under Ah. C.
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understand that USFWS involvement in the state's hunt strategy is not likely, but under this
alternative 1t appears to be more than just a remote possibility

We agree that a fully-protected wolf population could pase a potential management conilict between
wolf recovery and habitat preservation for spotted owls and goshawks Habitat g for
woives, if required to ensure its recovery, would encourage early successional stage forests, which
15 higher quality habitat for the wolves primary prey animals Spotted owls and goshawks appear 1o
require older forests with a more closed canopy

An ecosystem management approach may prove successful in dealing with this potential conflict
However, no such approach 1s operational at this ume, and the complexity of the multi-agency
coordination that would be required would take considerable time to develop and implement We
believe this ecosystem management approach needs to be operational before implementation of this
alternative

Impacts on land use

Considering the fact that wolves can withstand considerably more human land use disturbance than
previously thought, it is not likely that current and planned activities in the wolf reintroduction zone
wouid harm the wolves in any significant way Nevertheless, the fuliy-protected status of the wolves
would require the USFWS to consult under Section 7 on activities that may affect the wolves

Consultations could require an inordinate amount of time and resources In certain cases involving
management of old growth habitat of spotted owls, management conflicts could arise over setting
prionues for one endangered species over another In addition, restrictions on grazing could be
significant if the USFWS determined that livestock depredations by wolves led to illegal killings of

wolves

We believe that significant or permanent land use restrictions would be counterproductive to Mexican
wolf recovery Under this alternative, 1t is unlikely that major land use restrictions would be needed,
but since the authority and possibility exists, we do not believe this is an appropriate alternative from
the land use perspective

Lmpacts on recreation

We agree that wolf reintroduction might cause a slight increase in visitation to the wolf recovery area

Minor, temporary restnctions in access to areas within a one-mile radius of active dens and active
rendezvous sites to protect wolves should not cause major umpacts to recreationists However, large-
scale closures could cause significant impacts, would be difficult to enforce, and may not be helpful

10 the wolves Given the levels of outdoor recreation participation in other areas of the United States
that are occupied by much greater numbers of wolves (e.g Minnesota, Wisconsin), it seems very
unlikely that concern for personal safety would of itself significantly diminish human recreational use
of the proposed wolf recovery areas

Arizona Game and Fish Commission October 24, 1995
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Regional economic impact

Considering the difficulty in estimating impacts to wild ungulate herds, it will be next to impossible
1o make projections of the economuc impacts to hunting. Wolves could conceivably kill enough deer
or bighorn sheep to necessitate reductions in hunter permits under this alternative. Although it would
be difficult to predict an i of the ic impact to hunting resulting from this
alternative, we believe that this altemnative would impose the most significant economic impacts of
all alternatives proposed

As stated previously under impacts on livestock, wolf depredations could become widespread without
the ability to control each and every depredating wolf. This alternative would cause the greatest
economic impacts to the rancher, and could conceivably exceed even the high estimates within the
DEIS

We disagree that the negative economic impacts of this alt ive would be predominantly in the lost
value of hunting and reduced hunter expenditures Although imp to wild I may
necessitate reductions i hunter permits, we believe the value of livestock lost to wolves could be as
significant, if not more

Alternative D:

We agree that the hikelihood of natural recolenization occurring from suspected, but unproven,
population reservairs in Mexico 1s extremely remote In addition, if natural recolonization were to
oceur, it would probably take place slowly and impacts would not be measurable in the foreseeable
future (30-50 years) Even though Mexican wolves have been listed as an endangered species since
1976, this status has not allowed them to recolonize in the nearly 20 years thev have been fully-
protected This altenative does not describe any specific methods that would ensure recolonization
In addition, the expected carrying capacities of the natural recolonization areas would not meet the
Mexican Wolf recovery Plan population goals

Projected unpacts on hunting, livestock, government policies and plans, recreation, and the local
economy under this alternative are too vague to discuss

CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION
This section 1s complete and well organized
APPENDICES

We suggest consecutive lettering of the appendices to avoid the appearance that Appendixes H, 1,
J, K, etc are mussing or were omitted
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Appendix A:

Complete

Appendix B:

Projection of costs are not detailed enough to make specific comments. However, it appears that field
staff and administrative costs could be reduced considerably It is not clear if the amount for field staff
salaries includes a full-time ADC agent assigned specifically to this project. Adequate funding must
be available for the duration of the project.

Monitoring and research functions could be conducted through a cooperative agreement w1 a
pnvate contractor or University, making outside sources of funding available

Appendix C:

Complete, although just a draft

Appendix D:

Listed spectes included in "III Pertinent Species and Habitats" should be defined as those species
officially listed by USFWS for the area, many of which do not actually exist in the area
Otherwise, this Appendix appears complete

Appendix E:

Accurate

Appendix F:

Complete and accurate

Appendix G:

As stated above, "disturbance-causing land use activities” should be defined in detail

Appendix L:

Literature should be cited in ascending chronological order for references by the same author
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October 27, 1995

Mr David R Parson

Mexican Wolf Recovery Program

U S Fish and Wildlife Service
Mexican Wolf EIS

P O Box 1306

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87103-1306

Dear Mr. Parsun

Thank vou for the chance to comment on the Fish and Wildlife Service's
draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) on the proposed reintroduction of the
Mexican wolf into the Southwest [ oppose the various alternatives for
reintroduction outlined m the DEIS Indeed, I do not think reintroduction mn any
form would now serve the interests of the people of Arizona My opposihon stems
mainlv from concerns about the health and welfare of the people of my state In
addition, I have questions about the viability of the proposed reintroduction and
problems with the way 1t would be ad ed under the End ed Species Act

A leading medical expert 1n Arizona recently pointed out to me a significant
human health risk likely to arise from the reintroduction of wolves ito the
Southwest Dr. Peter Johnson, Chairman of the Division of Neuropathology at the
Barrow Neurological institute i1n Phoenix, warned that rabies, an almost universaily
fatal disease, would probably make a comeback in the United States after years of
expensive control efforts He explained that wolves introduced in Arizona or New
Mexico would almost certainly roam to Mexico, where rabies 1s much more
common, and carry the disease back to the United States. Rabid wolves, which
become aggressive and erratic, would then spread the disease to humans either
through direct attacks or indirect transmission from large game animals that have
survived wolf attacks Last year's statewide ban on the trapping of large predators
has already appeared to spark an increase in the population of bears, coyotes, and
mountamn lions. This prohibition likewise would make it difficult to control the
wolf population, which may become urgently necessary in the case of a widespread
rabies outbreak (-E’f\:::‘ (&
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55. It does and that has now been made more
clear.

Arizona Office of the Governor:

1. We have reviewed Dr. Johnson’s com-
ment letter and we strongly disagree. See
Appendix A on Mexican Gray Wolf Life
History and Ecology, section on Pathogens
and Parasites for a discussion of rabies. Some
key points: the small numbers of wolves are
very unlikely to affect the overall incidence of
rabies in the Southwest since rabies is already
found in other numerous animals, such as bats
and skunks; under the Proposed Action wolves
will not be allowed to travel to Mexico, rather
they would be recaptured; and cases of wild
wolves transmitting rabies to people are
exceedingly rare in recorded North American
history (only reported case in the Lower 48
was in 1833). Of course, if anyone was bitten
by a wild wolf, which is very un-likely, they
should be examined for possible rabies
infection, as they would be if bitten by other
wild mammals. Treatment to prevent rabies is
commonplace and very successful.

2. We are unaware of any data that other
predator populations have increased due to the
trapping ban; detection of a broad one-year
increase would be extremely difficult. In any
event, the trapping ban would not apply to
federal efforts pursuant to the experimental
population rule which, if adopted as a final
rule, will specifically allow for wolf trapping
for control, research, and other needs.

It would preempt conflicting state law.



Mr. David R. Parson
Page Two
October 27, 1995

The DEIS lists several potential costs of reintroduction that concern me at a
time when many communities in rural Arizona are under a great deal of economic
pressure Under alternative A, for example, the negative economic impact from
reduced hunting activity would total more than $2 million per year The DEIS also
cites possible losses to catte ranchers from wolf kills. Although the report generally
downpiays the umpact on ranchers, annua: Josses of up to 34 cattie -- considered a
possibuity under several of the alternatives — would have a meaningful impact on
the cattle :ndustry, 1n particular because such kills almost certainly would be
concentrated 1n such a way that a small number of ranchers would have to cope
with the losses The DEIS and the Defenders of Wildlife have also been reluctant to
guarantee by contract depredation fund monies to be available on a long term and
contirwing basis

While the risks and costs stemming from wolf reintroduction seem clear, the
long term prospects for the success of the proposal appear dim. The captive
population to be released comes from a single female and just two males. Such a
narrow genetic base makes this population vilnerable to elimination if it is hit with
disease. As a result, there is a strong consensus in the scientfic community that this
populatian is not suitable for reintroduction aimed at establishing a thriving, wild
population

1 also have a number of concerns about the proposed reintroduction that stem
from the history and requirements of Endangered Species Act (ESA)

The FWS according the DEIS, intends to establish a population of only
120 wolves n the Southwest, with 100 1n Arizona and 20 in New
Mexico  However, this population target could rise substannally,
bringing additional risks and costs, if environmentalists and judges
conspire to determine that the FWS was not sufficiently ambitious, as
happened recently with the wolf reintroduction program the FWS had
launched 1n Minnesota

Similarly, the courts could change the reintroduction from the
“nonessential experimental” status deemed appropriate by the FWS to
“essential experimental” or “endangered”. Such changes would greatly
impair land use in the Southwest

Mr. David R. Parson
October 27, 1995
Page Three

Finally, the proposed reintroduction appears to be win conflict with
provisions of the ESA, including Section 4 (b) (1) (A) which requires
that all decisions be made on the basis of the best available scientific
and commercial data and Section 10 (2) (A} which calls on the Secretary
of the Interior to determine prior to a release whether a population to
be reintroduced 1s essential to the survival of a species

! agamn urge you not to reintroduce the Mexican wolf into the Southwest
There are many better uses for $7 million of taxpayers’ money than this dubious
expeniment

Sincerely,

Aot [ —Th

Fife Symington
GOVERNOR
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3. The $2 million per year “high scenario”
figure applies to the whole BRWRA, about
2/3rds of which is in New Mexico. More than
50% of the figure is not actual lost expendi-
tures, rather it is a lost intangible “value of
hunting.” In other words, it represents the lost
“willingness-to-pay” of hunters who would
not be able to hunt (most of whom would not
be from the BRWRA region). Thus, actual lost
expenditures in the Arizona portion of the
BRWRA region are projected to be far less
than the figure quoted. Most of those lost
expenditures would be spent elsewhere in
Arizona on hunting or other activities.

4.  We strongly disagree that there is any
scientific consensus against the suitability of
the captive population; see Appendix K -
Response to Mr. Dennis Parker, for evidence
that the overwhelming weight of expert
opinion supports the suitability of the captive
population.

5. There has never been a wolf reintroduc-
tion program in Minnesota and no determina-
tion by a judge that we are aware of that the
Eastern Timber Wolf Recovery Plan is “not
sufficiently ambitious.”

6. We believe we have used the best
available scientific and commercial data
relevant to wolf recovery. Appendix C

does contain proposed findings that the
reintroduced population would be considered
“nonessential.” A Federal regulation contain-
ing these findings and the special rule
establishing the nonessential, experimental
population will be issused prior to any
releases.
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New Mexico Department of
Agriculture:

NEW MEXICC DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE HTo
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR/SECRE TARY N -
Bc 30005, Dept 189

Las Cruces. New Mexicc B3003-B005 Z\
Teiephone (505) B46-3007
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October 311995

Mr Davwd R Parsons

Mexican Wolf Recivery Program

U S. Fish and Wiidlife Service

P. 0. Box 1306

Albugquerque. New Mexico 87103-13¢6

Dear Mt Parsons

Thus letter 15 to provide comments on the Draft Environmenta! Impact Statement (DEIS
regarding the Rentroduction of the Mexican Weolf Within Its Historic Range in the Soutawestern

1 Release of the Mexacan wolf (Canis fupus baileyi) into the White Sands Missile Range
(WSMR: area of New Mexico, may be an mtroduction rather than a reintroduction as proposed
The New Mexico Department of Agriculiure (NMDA) mainuains that no documentation exists
verifying Mexican wolves ever inhabited or were indigencus to the WSMR area. Please address
this issue providing conclusive proof and | references sub i the U. $. Fish and
Wadlife Serviee's (FWS) contention that Mexican wolves actually were past residents of the
WSMR  The DEIS states historic documentation is sparse. yet reintroduction efforts are being
pursued based on a few unverified verbal acc and suppositions on c» d bones
identified as Canis fupus that might have been brought into the Organ Mountains, .. through
trade from elsewhere.” These bones may well have been from another subspecics of wolf as
¢asiiy u4s they may be from the Mexican wolf. These are poor reasons to insist on making &
reintroduction imo this area. Unless the FWS can definitely prove Mexican wolves tormerky
accupizd the WSMR_ the wolves should not be released ot this area

2 The DEIS wates (page i-7). Two males and one pregnant temale...founded the certified
captive peputation of Mexican wolves ™ The DEIS does not detine the term “certified ™ captive
populatisr What :s meant by the term: “certitied™ in thus context? This should he clantied for

adeguate pablic review and commen:  Dovs documentation exist to prove these wolves are not
hybrids™ Please provide for public scrutiny all data and related information regarding DNA and
bioud tesung of the capuve population a. well as venticanon that 18 vears ol inbreeding have not
diminished the genciie integrity of the caprive population  These documents should be provided

tor publ review and comment prior to the continuatian of remroduction efforts 1]
WS S35 ¢
[T
1. New information has been provided
about these lineages, in Chap. 2 and Appendix
’;fa;f:":"“ Wolf Recovery Program K - Response to Mr. Dennis Parker, which

addresses many of the same issues raised.

We understand two new lines of Mexican wolves, the Aragon and Ghost Ranch lineages. have

recently been evaluated as suitable to supply genetic diversity to the reintroduction effort as

reported in the Mexican Wolf Project Update Newsletter, October 1995, issue. These new | 2. See response to USDA ADC, above.
lineages have not been discussed ir. the DEIS. Why not? What 1s the origin of these two

separate lines of wolves? Please provide all DNA and blood testing results and associated

information, and pairing data for these wolves for public review and comment prior (o the

continuation of reintroduction efforts

3 The preferred alternative recommends the use of Mexican wolves (wolf), designated as
nonessential experimental, to be used as a foundation populaton. When wolves leave the
recorery area, they are to be recaptured and returned to the wolf recovery area. However, in the
case of repeated depredations, if a particular wolf can be proven 1o be the culprit of depredations.
its elumination from the populatior., either by death or relocation to a captive environment,
results. How wiil the FWS substantiate that a particular wolf is a repeat offender subject to
permanent remeval? We also understand any wolves establishing territories outside the
designated wolf recovery areas will be captured and returned to a recovery area, or to captivity
Will the progeny of marked wolves be marked and subsequently monitored afier each wolf
recovery area meets the goals of the wolf recovery plan”

1t wolves expand bevond the proposed recovery areas. what will be the effect on the existing

cooperative Ammal Damage Control program (ADC) between NMDA and the U.S. Department

of Aprnculture- Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service-Animal Damage Contro! program l
aulside the recovery area” Please provide an evaluation of the potential impacts to the

program’s ability to respond in a umely manner, with appropriate methods, to requests for

assistaice in conwolhing any animal causing problems

The DF’S projects livestock losses for the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area (BRWRA) to
be © _between one and 34 cattle per vear (average: 17.5), mostly calves.” Bailey (1931
repeorted the 1916 estimated cost of Jivestock damage attributed per wolf was at least 51,000 per
vear The average value of cattle in 1916 was $41 per head {USDA National Agncultural
Stausties Serviced Thus. each woif apparently killed 24 head per year. The average value per
head 1n 1995 is $656  If wolves were to kill livestock in 1995 at the same rate wolves killed in
1616 {24 head per year), the loss attnibutable per wolf, per year. in 1995 dollars would be
$13.400. after wolves are fully estabiished. What wiil be the compensation for livestock animals
mamed but not killed? The DEIS reports the annual net median ranch income is approximately
$17.000 Few ranching operations can withstand this degree of loss from predato:s

'Bailey. V. 1931 Mammals of New Mexico 1S Department of Agricuiture. Bureau of
Bio.ogical Survev, Washington, D ¢ North Americana Fauna No. 53:303-313
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Ahthough livestock owners may be compensated for verified wolf kills by a private comper-ation
depredation func. how will compensation be provided if the private fund is depleted” We
request the FWS 1o commit to compensation for livestock losses due to wolf depredations. 1+
mitigauon for the impacts. per regulations (40 CFR §1508.2(e)) implementing the Nationa
Environmental Policy Act INEPA1 We encourage the FWS to permanently fund a wolf
specialist position to be hired by ADC to coordinate wolf ADC efforts in New Mexico. That
person should be an expenenced ADC professional able to provide wolf damage claim:
verifications 17 a umely manner.

Livestock damages ir. the rorm of actual Josses. time spent looking for. gather.ng. and providing
veterinary care for injured livestock not kiiled could preve to be costly to the apriculture unis1
where the maiming occurs. Most livestock operators raise their replacement heifers in order to
have their cattle acchimated to their particular ranching environment and terrain. Loss of a
homegrawn replacement heifer due to woif depredations causes a firancial lass taking at least
WO vears t¢ overcome v using a repiacement heifer purchased from outside the ranch. A
pregnant cow purchased to replace the lost heifer :s more expensive o bu: . and may or may not
make e adiustment to the particular ranching operauon. Is the FW'S, o the private fund
prepared to reimburse the ranching community 1o- these types of losses™ If now why nint™

s The DELS creates vonfusion and mistrust when ot states (page G-7.. “Papulation gouls
are being formulated u5: the revision of the Mexican Wolf Recovery Plun.” Should populaticn
goals indeed change. the subsequent analysis of impacts in the DEIS will he atfected and may be
invalidated. requiring new data analvsis to reflect revised population goal.  The DEIS should
clearls state recovery plan goals and the criteria for delisting. Thus. the pubhc knows wha is
being proposed. and has an opportunity 1o review the proposal and to provige comments
Without containing clearly artculated population goals. the DEIS is inherentls flawed and
should be prepared again atter population goals are establiszed.

[ The DEIS is unclear :n its discussions pertaining to what actions will cause termination of
the rerntroduction effort if the three or five-vear fuil evaluation indicates ta the FW'S a decision

1o terminate.  If the three-vear evaluaton demonstrates a termination js waranted. wili the FW'S

continue for twe more vears hoping the full five-vear evaluation will be more conducive to what 3
15 desred” [f so. why” Wil] termination of the re:ntroduction effort be just the curtailment of
monitor:ng and management. or will the termination consist of removal of all released wolves
and thewr offspring from the primary and secondary recovery areas. and any place wolves ma
have srayed” Wilj teminauor efforts include removal of anv wolf-Jog hs brids resulting from
the reivtroduction efforts

The DEIS tacks sy ermunology and direction when it declares. *...if and when the
{exican Wolf Recovery Plan goals are achieved. the subspecies will be down listed and
" This statement 1s open-ended and leaves considerablc doubt this wolf

Mexican Wolf Recovery Program
Page 4

remntroduction eftert will ever end. The FW'S should finalize its reintroduction criteria goals

before rintroduction efforis are initiated. The DEIS states. “A key aspect of the Proposed

Aclion is the necessity of adequate funding for monitoring and research to study the impacts of ‘f
the action and to determine whether the Mexican wolf can survive in the modem Southwest.” If

"adequale funding” 1s unavalable. does the reintroduction cease and the status of “nonessential
expenimental” revert to “essential experimental” or “endangered” Will critical habitat be

designatec if the wolf is not recovered sufficiently to warrant eventual delisting. and thus become

a tully protected species”

L3 The DEIS goes o great length to analyze aspects of the affected environment, excepl for
the impacts reintroduction will have on New Mexico's economy. As of January 1, 1994. there
were approximatel+ | 41 mullion head of cattle in the staic (USDA National Agncultural
Statistics Service). New Mexico ranked 24th in cattic production in the nation. and 34th in the
nation for all agricultural cash receipts. The DEIS lists Grant. Catron, and Sierra counties as the
primary gnvermnmental boundanes for the BRWRA in New Mexico. Grant County ranks third in
the state in 1o1al beef cow numbers; Catron County ranks sixth in beef cow numbers. and Sierra
County is tied for 14th in becf cow numbers * A ranch profile for the three counties named in the
BRWRA of New Mexico indicates the combined impact on the economy is worth $24.9 million
1o that arza of New Mexico

With the reintroduction of the wolf, livestock operators may decide to reduce or eliminate

grazing activitics in these counties because of anticipated or experienced wolf impacts. Any Joss

of 1ax basce revenues are detrimental to a counties” infrastructure and its ability to provide

services 101 citizens. The FWS has not conducted an economic assessment with the state of 5
New Mexco to determine the cost associated with managing the wolves once the Recovery

Pian’s goals arc met, the woives arc delisted. and they are returned to the state for management.

We requyst an appropriate cconommic assessment, per the regulations implementing NEPA

9 The DEIS precludes the use of M-44 devices or choking neck snares in “occupied wolf
range.” Vhis is applicable for radio monitored wolves. However, there may be unconfimmed
sightings or reports of nonmonitored wolves by the gencral public. The FWS should not demy
ADC the use of legiimate methods for predator control as a result of these unconfirmed reports
or sightings. Confirmed sightings should be defined as the inspection and interpretation of visuat
and-or tangible predator sign by experienced personne! from ADC, the New Mexico Departmert
of Game ard Fish. and or the FWS. Furthermore. 1n addition to the above mentioned change, the

sore. OB 1993 New Mexice Agnicuttural Statistics 1993, USDA

Firal AL 1992 Caule Ranching Informanon for Southwestern New Mexico. Western
New Megeo Umversity

5-42

Agency et al. Comments and Responses

3. No, these 3 and 5 year evaluations
are not tied together. As far as program
termination, see response to USDA ADC
comment number 6, above.

4. The reintroduction goals are clear: 100
wolves distributed over at least 5,000 mi.
Meeting this goal alone would not allow
de-listing; other populations would need to be
reestablished elsewhere in accordance with
criteria being developed in the revision of the
Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan. There is no plan
to ever change the designation of the reintro-
duced experimental population or to designate
critical habitat.

5. See response #1 to New Mexico
Governor Johnson, below. We have done the
required assessments under NEPA and we do
not project any significant impact on New
Mexico’s livestock industry.
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Jcamemen o e o New Mexico Department of
Clmicony a8 o Soaman )
STATE OF NEW MEXICO mi’ETf# Game and FISh:
DEPARTMENT OF GAME & FISH Phpailyim
sf’;'?f""?'; Koo e 1.  The FWS believes that a valid test of wolf
OIRECTOR AND SECRETARY R behavior in the wild could be obtained on the
TO THE COMMISSION st oa s
Seria & Marscehim o BRWRA. Past and recent public opinion polls
— " -
\ L demonstrate substantial local support for wolf
October 27, 1695 \ recovery. Nevertheless, the FWS believes that
(v / local support could be increased with local
Qig,lgﬁ’;iyuf;egi';ﬁ‘,"aﬁegmn ) \,',\ participation in management decisions.

.S, Fish and Wildlife Service
Post Office Box 13086
Albuguerque, New Mexico 87103

2. Thank you.

Dear Nancy:

I would like to take this opportunity to comment on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) concerning
reintroduction of the Mexican wolf within its historic range
in the Southwestern United States. As you know, several
perscnnel from the New Mexico Department of Game and Fish
{Department! have assisted in developing the DEIS. Thus, the
Departmernt has been knowledgeable and aware of the intent and
content of the DEIS tnroughout :its development. =
The Department currently sees no potential Mexican wolf :F
release site that provides both the biclogical and societal- !
elements necessary: valid tests of wild wolf behavior and
local zesidents' support. For that reason and others
detailed below, the Department does not consider wolf
l reintroduction to be practicable and does not support or
recommend walf reintroduction at this time. Shouid -
reintroduction occur, we recommend a cautious, incremental |- -
Aapproach that is also cutlined below. | —

Although the Department’'s formalized position on t .
reintroduction of Mexican wolves in New Mexico is contrary 'to-
tne recommendation contained in the DEIS, we feel the DEIS l—«

2 reflects a careful examination of relevant literature and i¥ "7

based on the best available information. We recaognize thafl]la
re:ntroduction of Mexicarn wolves is a controversial issue and
that the DE1% will not likely be satisfactory to all people.
However, we also feel that the DEIS has addressed major
issues expressed by the publi‘%‘:zt']grge. Furthermore, we

8

31 0CT i35
’ t’

3.  We agree and have proposed in the
Preferred Alternative a cautious approach to
wolf reintroduction with periodic reviews
of success and opportunities for mid-course
corrections and project termination, if

Ms. Nancy Kaufman ~2- October 30, 1995 . -
appropriate, through an adaptive management

feel that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has done a good process_

job in addressing issues of public concern in conducting 14

public open house meetings (six in New Mexico} and three a

formal public hearings (one in New Mexico) concerning the
DEIS and reintroduction of Mexican wolves. 4

The FWS generally agrees with these

If Mexican wolves are reintroduced into the wild, the

following comments should be considered: Techniques for comments. The Issues ralsed WOUId be fU“y
managing a viable population of wolves and for controlling . . .
interactions with livestock have yet to be tested for use in addressed prior to wolf reintroductions by

the modern Southwest. Therefore, if wolves are reintroduced, 3 . )

the Department urges a cautious, incremental, and established management and advisory groups.

experimental approasch in reestablishing Mexican wolves.

advantages of this approsach would be: 1) limited resources
for studying wolf ecology, and for teating methods for
introducing and managing wolves, would be uged most
effectively in an incremental program; 2) each step of the
program would be based upon knowledge developed from previous
efforts. This may avoid pdssible errors that could
jeopardize the ultimate success of the program, particularly
in a politically sensitive environment: 3) individual animals
would be released with greater chances of survivsal:; 4) public
awareness, concern, and confidence in the reintroduction
program may develop as each new step aof the program would
evolve, be analyzed. and be presented for public comment.
Recognizing these advantages of an incremental, experimental
reestablishment program, (f wolves are released in New
Mexico, the Department suggests:

1. At the initial stage of any wolf recovery, the primary
objectives should be to develop effective reintroduction and
management technigues, enhance understanding of wolf bilology,
and develop a pool of wild-adapted wolves. Recognizing these
primary objectives, rasources should be available for
adequate research at the onset of the program. Designation
of released wolves should be as experimental non-essential
under the Endangered Spacies Act (Section 10(j)), which is
consistent with these primary objectives. ‘1

2. Wolves should not be released concurrently in two
potential recovery areas to begln any program. Release and
study of wolves in cne area would minimize potential mistakes
and concentrate research efforts to produce more reliable
knowledge about Mexican wolves.

3. The Department does not agree that White Sands Missle
Range (WSMR) is a suitable release site as recommended in the
DEIS. It is not the typical woody, mountainous terrain
historically preferred by wolves. Since livestock are not
permitted to graze on WSMR, release there would provide no
test of wolves' effect on livestock production. There alsc
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DEIS sheald be amended 1o abaw ADC 10 resume conrol activities withir two weeks in the
¢ 15 - longer detected

uccupied range once woll preser

Na Phe DEIS states buck country Forest Serice roads mav be closed following documented
dlegal killng ot a welt The final EIS should clearls exempt ADC personnel from these road
closures 'o conunue animal damage abatement activities

1 The DEIS stares spage 2 “The FWS does not intend to change the “nonessentia
experimental” desipnenion (o essential experimental” or “endangered’ and the FWS does rot
intend 1 dessgnate <rincal habitat for the Mexican wolf. If such changes were compelled by
legal act o, the rerntroduction: program would be terminated ana the wolves removed.” Can the
wallv remose reinroduced wolves f legal action has caused their nonessential
wipenmental status v he chunged to encangered™ At this point. can the FW'S designate entica,
babitat 1er 3 waolf reantroduction effort without & completels new DEIS because of legal action
changrae their proteanive stag.:

il The DEIS. o opage 3-00 states, "Nenher Arizena nor New Mexico has taken a formal
Fosimon 1o of agamst Mexiezn wolf reintroduction and both are represented on the ID team and
on the Mesacan Wit Recovery Team  No agenc)y represented on the D team has formaliy
expressed opposition te the Proposed Action.” NMDA was not invited nor allowed to participate
on the Interdisciphinany (1D 1eam ‘o represent agncultural imerests in New Mexico. It appears
that on': persons f7om agercies who acivels suppon wolf reintroduction have beer recruited te
be on the [D eam. 1 those wno mar not otficially vowce opposinon 1o the reintroduction ¢fforts

New Menweo law corects NMIDA W conduet a predator control program. NMDA parually
Aceomplistes 155 osion tirough cooperative eiforts with the ADC program. On April 7. 1994,
NMDA personne! requested permission o attend a Mexican Wolf [D team meeting to he held
Muy 12 and 13,1994 Cur intent for the reque attend this meeting was to become more
knowlzageable ahou Mexican wolves and the FWS reintroduction effonts regarding the wolf,
and to provide input that wolid aflect New Meacn agneulture. We were denied the opportumity
wattensh Wha'!

Regarding the Purpose and eud tor dct.on on page 1-14, the DEIS states. *The FWS would
need to promulgats an expersmental papulation rule describing protection and management of the
propo nonessental experimental population, 16 LSC sec. 1539 (j) Pursuant to

30 CHR see. 17.81 «d). this rule should be developed and implemented in consultation with
appropriae state t:h and wiidlie agencies. local government entiues. and affected {emphasis
added| agencies ard landowners  T'us EIS process has provided and will continue to proside the
opportunity 1or such constliztions to veeur  Notwithstanding the fact that NMDA requested tc
be in attendance @ a Mexican Wolt' [1) team meeting :n 1994 and was denied. we now request
that NN DA he soeluded in promuigating the abose meationed experimental population rule

Mexican Wolf Recovery Program
Page 6

In conclusion. the New Mexico Department of Agriculture is adamantly opposed to the
irejintroduction of the Mexican wolf in New Mexico
Thark you for the opportunity to cornment

Sincerely.

I lr' '/"L “l~

"L .
Frang A. DuBos
Director/Secretary
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6. The quoted statement has been deleted in
the FEIS. There was no requirement that 1D
team members be supportive of wolf recovery.
To keep the team to a manageable size not
every state or other agency with a potential
interest was invited to be a team member. Due
to fairness, manageability, and legal consider-
ations, ID team meetings were generally not
open to non-members, except for invited
consultants and officials.

7. We will hold consultation meetings on
the proposed rule when it is published and
your Department will be invited.



Ms.

Ms. Nancv Kaufman -3~ October 30, 1395

are no resident elk on WSMR, again providing no valid test of
welves' predatory effects on elk populations. WSMR does
contain a small and currently unstable population of desert
bighorn sheep {Qvis Canadensls mexicanus), listed as
endangered by the Department., WOlf release on WSMR wculd
require &z commitment to monitor for possible effects of
wolves or. this desert bighorn sheep herd, and a commitment to
remedy any detrimental impacts, including the removal of
wolves, if necessary.

4. Any recovery program should include an education program
livestock operators. Topics in this program should
:nclude techniques for managing livestock in areas inhabited
oy wolves, care and disposal of sick and dead animals, and
identification and preservation of evidence of wolf
activities.

5. If wclves ever are reintroduced, the Department would
require sufficient tunding, from sources other than hunting
and fishing license fees, to cooperate with the Fish and
wildlife service, grazing permittees, and landowners in
responding to all incidents of wolf-caused livestock
depredation and in preventing additional depredation.

6. The Lepartment supports having an intensive and
continuing public-involvement program on this controversial
proposa. for several years following any release. The
Department is developing tools for use in education programs
for students, teachers, and the general public. These tools
include a Mexican wolf teacher's guide and a "teaching trunk"
with woif materials for clasasroom use. The Department will
ccnduct workshops on predators, including Mexican wolves.

The Mex_can wclf is currently listed as an extirpated
endangered species on the State's list of threatened and
erdangered wildlife, as provided for in the State’'s Wildlife

onservation Act (WCA). The WCA provides, "to the extent
practicable,” for recovery ¢f species listed as threatened or
erdangered urder the Act. The Department does not consider

it to be practicable to reintroduce Mexican wolves into New
Mexico and does not support or recommend their reintroduction
at this time.
--hlthough there may be broad-based support for wolf
reintroduction in New Mexico from many urban residents,
.ocal support in those counties with the best potential
weif habitat is practically non-existent. Without lccal
support and participation, successful reintroduction
would be :n jeopardy.
-&s5 you are aware, 95 percent of the Cepartment’'s state
revenues are generated by our sportsmen license buyers.
one of their principle concerns is a desire to have a
larger deer herd providing higher hunter success and

Nancy Kaufman -4- October 30, 1995

opportunity. Our research over more than two decades
clear.y indicates a low deer fawn survival rate, the
main proximate cause of which is fawn mortality
resulting from wild canid predation. Adding the largest
member of the canid family, a highly efficient pack
hunter, to the ecosystem at this point would likely
jeopardize our efforts to increase deer populations or
sustain current elk populations.

--We also have a concern over the potential large
increase in manpower and time the Department could incur
to investigate any real or suspected livestock predation
caused by wolves.

For those reasons, and especially because the Department
currently sees no potential Mexican wolf release sites that
will either provide for valid biological tests of wild wolf
behavior, or that would be socially acceptable to local
residents of counties that do have suitable wolf habitat, we
carnot support release of wolves into the wild at this time.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS on the
reintroduction of Mexican wolves. Please feel free to
contact me or member of my staff if you have any questions
concerning our comments.

Sincerely,

7
o ek
o A
erry Maracchini
Diractor

JAM/GS/1a

xC:

Gary Johnson, Governor

NM State Game Commission

Jim Vaught, NMDGF

Dan Sutcliffe, NMDGF

andrew Sandoval, NMDGF

Area Operations Chiefs, NMDGF
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5. Comment acknowledged.

6. See response number 1. We agree that
increased local support and participation
would enhance the success of reintroduction
efforts.

7. Ungulate population ecology, predator-
prey relationships, predator-predator relation-
ships, and other ecological factors relevant to
wolf recovery are extremely complex and
incompletely understood. The FWS believes it
is an over-simplification to view wolf reintro-
duction as just an addition of another source
of ungulate mortality. We believe the
statement is not well supported by data from
areas where wolf populations are recovering
nor by expert opinion.

8. We acknowledge NMDGF’s concern;
however, our impact analyses and the experi-
ence in other states where wolf populations are
recovering suggest that the added burden of
livestock depredation cases should be manage-
able.
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New Mexico Office of the

D
o Governor:
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

1. We have been unable to identify any
AR OIS o 000 requirement under New Mexico law that this

November 7. 149S

Mr Dawid R. Parsons
Mexican Welf Recovery Program

R h and Wi Senice . . . .
b e Lt Sery impact analysis. Still, we believe the FEIS

Albuguergue. NN E7S03 R R L.
e provides the most detailed economic impact

federal proposal is subject to an economic

Deir My Parsons

projections that can reasonably be done. We

Piease acceps tus letter as a comment to the U S Fisn and Wildlife Service (FWS) proposal conceming Mexican
Wolves as detailed i the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS ) did contract with an expert economics

As Governor of the State of New Meaico, my first obhigation 15 to the people C onsequently. a decision made i
ov my office regarding the Mexican Woll Proposal must be made against the backdrop of the adminustration’s consultant. We are unaware of any credible

hundamental goals In this instance, the goal 1s quite sumple. “Unite private and public sect terests i such a H H 3 e

manner st opprtuInes for & fobust scorioms wil nat be seopardaed Lo e 3 information that wolf recovery will “devastate
see my office as bemng ultimate) for the well bewng of the people of tus state. It 15 thus local economies.” As far as lack of informa-
sense of responsibility. combined with the absence of credible information that has led me to conclude that the . -

F WS Mexicar: Walf proposal should not be endorsed by ts office tion, see the previous comment from the

1 mention a lack of nformanon for 2 reason At my request, the Lieutenant Govemor's office has reviewed Department of Game and Fish that the DEIS
wlumes of mformatien pertainung t© this issue. et none of 1t provides us with the econonuc impact analys:s that

1< required by state law  Meanwhule opponents of the Wolf Proposal have flooded my office with informeanon ‘ is based on the “best available information.”

sageesting that approval of the plan will devastate local economies. Equally troubling 1s the fact that no one
seems (0 be certain that this subspectes actually mhabited the propoesed recovery areas (FWS Endangered
Snecies Repen 18, page 1+ The net result of these inadequactes is a proposal so deveid of crucial data that no
responsible public official can reasonabhy support it

2. NEPA guidelines were followed; see
the previous comment from the New Mexico
Department of Game and Fish, which

o ask the cuesnon  Why were Nanonal Emvironmental Policy Act guidelines that direct federal and state
apencies t3 eooperate with each other ignored”

Kzcagmzing that my pesinion wiil likely prompt a torrent of input from supporters af the proposal | weuld hke | :

Az the Guvemor of tus state 1t would be foolish for me to hashly give my blessing 1o a plan that was crafted

without input from my office  Unlike the authors of the DEIS. 1 am unwilling to leverage individual financial ici i
secunty agains! a“mixture of folluore anecdotes. and :mpressions ™ Hence, I am opposed to the FWS Mexican partICIpated in the EIS process, that
Woif Propos.

commends the cooperative process used
in preparing the EIS.

Sincereh

/:’i A & 'wO‘KV\JA»O\/\\

y
Garv E Johnson
Governor

Texas Parks and Wildlife
Department:

1.  Thank you for your comment.

COMMISSIONERS Parks aAND WiLDLIFE DEPARTMENT ANOREW SANSOM -
CEm sase 4200 Smitn Schoo!l Road = Austin, Texes 78744 o 512-389-4800 Exeaue Drector
Chaas F o Pz
ousn pran A —~
e Crama october 24, 1995 . K’;

o C .

wee auzson ﬁ %) v j

FAY COMER Ks. Nancy M. Kaufman A q
Henta £t Regional Director /\/\ gﬁ 4
YGHACG C GARZA U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service K R
o P. O. Box 1306 ﬂ K/
AR DICK HEATH Albuquerque, NM 87103 ﬁ
TERESE [AGL 70N HEASHE Dear Nancy: v
Housen
SUSAN HOWARL CHRANE This is in respanse to the U. S. Fish and Wildlife

Service Draft Envircnmental Impact Statement on
VaLTER MR its proposal to reintroduce the Mexican wolf

within its historic range in the scuthwestern
United Statas.
PERRY - bASS

The Texas Parks and Wildlife Department has no
comment on the Service’s proposed action
(Alternative A) or other reintroduction proposals
(Alternative B and C} since none of these, either
directly or indirectly, affect Texas. Moreover,
we understand that the Service has not proposed a
reintroducticn to any area in Texas and that
reintroduced wolves from other states will not be
allowed tc disperse into Texas. This we support.

We agree the potential for natural recolonization
of Mexican wolves in Texas (Alternative D) is
highly problematic and unlikely. However, given
what is Xxnown at this time, it is the only
acceptable alternative for Texas that the
Department can support.

In conclusion, the Texas Parks and Wildlife
Dapartment requests that the Service take no
action to reintroduce the Mexican wolf to Texas.

Sincereliy,

_ﬂ s REGR
Andrew Sansom
Executive Director S ‘,—1‘

AS:JC:frh

)
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Texas Department of Agriculture:

18:58 Y DERI OF PGRIOULTURE om 933 257

1. There is no plan to introduce wolves in
Texas. Please see letter from Texas Parks and
TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE wildlife.

Making Texas the narion's icader in agricultwre wiile providing efficient and extraohtimery service.

RICK PERRY, Commussiones

October 31, 1995

Ms Nancy Kaufman

Regional Director

U.S Fish and Wildtife Service

P.O Box 1306

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87107

Dear Ms. Kaufimean

Revent events surrounding the proposed reintroduction of wolves into the Southwest
compel me o share the following concems with you

My first concern is the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's (USFWS) weatment of those
most likely L0 be affecied by this decison Although an “open house'” on the reintroduction
of wolves wes held in Alpine, Texas, it provided nc opportunity for potentiaily affected
Iandowners to comment in an official public forum. Potentially affocted ranchers and
property owners had 10 travel a least 400 miles (0 Austin in order 10 participate in such a
hearing. Of course, since Austin is the headquarters for most of the organizations
supporting reintroduction, those folks had merely 10 wavel a few blocks to stack the
hearing with emotional appeais for the nghts of wotves.

Of greater concern is the Jack of scientific basis for the proposal. For decades, West Texas
ranchers have been cooperating with Texas wildlife officials and biologl®s 10 resiore
pronghom, ek, and the rare and valuable desert bighorn to the mountain and plains of
the Big Bend. Predation has been a key obstacle. To introduce another large predator into
the Southwest flies directiy in the face of these efforts. Further, if an area does not have o
prev base Jarge enough to support large predators, they will find food where they can. The
maost readily available food source then becomes domestic livestock. Therefore, by
intruducing wolves into an arca without ensuring an adequate food supply, the stage is sct
for immediate conflict Did the Service consult with any of these conscrvetion-minded
ranchers or dedicated statc agency biologists before devising this plan?

The most serious problem surrounding thss proposal stems from the implementation of the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) and the property rights concerns it raises. Who is really
helped by the successful introduction of wolves into the southwest 7 Local landowners?
Hardly. Even desirable species such as the warbler are fauna non grata because of the
Ixnd comrol implications federally listed specics bring along as baggage

P.O Box 12847, Austin, TX 78711 » (512} 463-7476
Eor the learing impatred: Relay Teans )-800.733.2988 (voke) or 1-600-735.2989 . TDD)

1€.31795 18 59 To LEFT P AGRICLLTURE PM 933 2a3

Nancy Kaufman
page 2

Are other spevies in the Big Bend region helped more by wolves or by concerned ranchers
using modern wildlift management 1ochniques and a carefully controfied harvest which
heips sustain open space habitst and fuct healthy rurai communities?

1t i» indeed unfortunate that Congress has not been abie 10 effect meaningful reform to the
ESA so far this session. Tragically,the trut that has been eroded between landownen
and wildlife officials can only be restored when the ESA and USFWS's top-down
implementation are both amended. In the meantime, legitimate wildiife conservation is the
big loser

Texans care deeply about their land and are very supportive of wildlife conservation But
the impiementation of the ESA hes shown them a wolf in sheep’s clothing. Landowners
will not covparste while there is a federal foot on their meck, but remove that foot and you
may be surprised what can happen; however, it won't be aulomatic. There must be betrer
communication, better data, and more commonsense, if trust is 1o be restored

species wwees for some time  We offer our help in resolving these conflicts when the
USFWS is ready 1o consider the peopie pant of the wildlife equation. Unfil there are
necded changes made 1o the ESA, 1 vppuse wny attempt to pursue wolf reintroduction
efforts.

The Texus Department of Agricutture has been deeply involved in  Texas endangered ‘

Sincerely

ick Pery
Commissioner

RP/IS/mem
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Cl’l{ TRIBE

Wanded Cvno_ Prasusent || Muscaiers. Mew Merico 3340

October 30, 1995 RECHIVED

USPwS REG &

oct 31'%
Mr David R Parsons
Mexican Wolf Recovery Program E!J_l ~
U.S. Fish & Wildife Service
P.O. Box 1306
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87103-1306

Cear Mc Parsons

The Mescalero Apache Tribe supports the comments submitted by the Bureau of
Indian Affairs. Mescalero Agency. concerning the reintroduction of the Mexican
grey wolf. and in particular the proposed White Sands release site. indeed, the
Tribe is very concerned for the protection of all its precious resources.
Proponents for the reintroduction of the wolf have maintained that such actions
are necessary o restore balance to the ecosystem. To presume that nature is a
static entity requiring man's intervention is contrary to the basic concepts of
ecosystem management, and is truly arrogant. Reintroduction plans do not
adequately address the extent to which the balance of vegetative and animal

, col on in the South n region has shifted since the wolf freely
roamed these areas For persons who spend very little time in the natural
environment, it can be difficult to comprehend the spsed with which nature
beging healing itse¥. At this point, reintroduction of the wolves could be likened
1o the introduction of an exatic species with numerous untold ramifications In
the event that the animals do not find a niche in the changed habitat, they wouid
face needless suffering and certain death

The Mescalero Apache Tribe cannot condone the reintroduction of this
endangered spacies into the Southwest. From a cultural perspective. the wof
moved away from this area for a reason The void left by the wolf has since
been filled by other predators such as coyotes, mountain lions. and bobcats
Cnange ha, occurred, and nature has compensated To attempt to play ‘God'
and interfere a, this paint will wreak havoc with a system that has already
equalized

For these reasons, the Mescalera Apache Tribe supports Alternative D of the
Draft EIS. under which wolves raised in captivity would not be released. We
appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement on the Reintroduction of the Mexican Wolf to its Historic Range in the
Southwestern United States

Thora Walsh-Padilla Wendell Chino
Director, Office of President, Mescalero
Environmental Protection Apache Tribe
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Indian Tribes

Mescalero Apache Tribe:

I.  We acknowledge that some vegetation
and animal composition shifts have occurred
since wolf eradication. However, we do not
believe that these shifts would limit wolf
reintroduction in the areas proposed. On the
WSWRA, the removal of grazing since the
1940s has likely enhanced the natural
vegetation and plant communities of the San
Andres and Oscuras. Similarly, in the
BRWRA, the natural flora and fauna may be
in better condition overall now than at the
time wolves were exterminated, when severe
overstocking of livestock and overharvesting of
the native ungulates was occurring (see Ligon
1927).

2. We disagree that the wolf is equivalent to
an exotic. The wolf has successfully returned
in the northern Rockies and elsewhere after
long absences. The wolf did not “move
away”; it was deliberately exterminated.



Raymong Suane
Trkal Chaurmar

THE SAN CA?'?,OMSA APACHE TRIBE

Marvic bk
THoW Vice-Chauman

Ocsover 311695

Dase Parsons, Exclogical Sevioes USEWS
Mzwcan Wolf Recovers Prograc

PO Box 1306

Aluquerque, New Menizo 87103 1306

Dartell J Monene Wildiife Habita1 Spectalisi
San Caclos Apache Trbc

Recreatior, and Wildlife Depanment

PO Box 97

San Carlos. Arizons 88550

Suvject. Comments an the Drafl Enviranmental fmpact S1atement for (he Reintroduction af the

Merican Wolf within fts Historic Range in the Southwest United States,

The question *hat comnes i 1y mind and certainly others 15 “Why does the Federal Government put

themseives
i Federal G

1tuations such a Ihe rentfoduction of the Mexcan Wolf? ' Answer For several decades
o eramment has made some senous erzoneous mislakes 1n terms of wildlife management 1o

the United States The intenuons and some decisions that vere made 12 1he early 19005 put ths
sumspeciss (Meucan wolf) on the bist i the first place Now the Government wants to iaiptroduce this so
cal,ed “busder” from the p1st and essentaatly telling the publc tha they made 2 big mistake and vant tc
frcar Wildhfe cenainly can not make thess mistakes in order (0 surive and reproduce for the next
gencration 1 take its place The ncxt question: “Shonld we (et Mother nature take 1ts course and hope
that v eryihung il be wil ight™  Answer *Why not_haven't we done ecough dammage siready”™
Euzopeans have aliered this lxndscape 50 much since they ki al 1o the New World 1ama Nairve
American and ] think that the people of the Unitod States should wart “Iving tn harmoay™ with nature
and tespect the Land as it is and not bow they would like 10 see it becorne  Sure you can manage
iandscapes of wildlife populations for economic reasoos. bui you do not bave to cleas-cu; 150,000 acres of
timber because U 1 & renes able sesousce, of caadicate 2 sUbSPECICS because st Was § TWISAOE 10 SOCICty OF
canagers

I share the same comuen!> as Cect! Brown, Waldiite Dialogst for the San Carlos Apache Tribe 60 L won't

be to repetitive. Since e muzoduciion 10 cattle 10 the New World the Apache People have adopied catile

ranching 1o then culture  The Cattle Associations on the San Carlos Apache Indian Reservation

strangly oppase the remmnaduction of the Mexacan wolf aad would anly except Alteruative D: No ‘
action/natural recolomizaton From my standpoici as the Tribal Wildlife Habiat Spociaiist, I think that if

and when U final decision weze made 1o release Captive-raised Mexican wolves ander Alteraatives A, or

B in the BRWRA, then there needs to be some kind of igter-Governmental agreement deveioped between

the San Caslos Apache Trbe and the USFWS  Howmever, | strongly opposs Alternative C. the wolves

wold receive full protecton under the Edangered Species Act

Sincerely yours, e
;?«)m,;[ P bl

Darrell . Monette. Wildir'e Hamtat Speciaiist

%
Paul Nosie Jr . Dieectas o the Pecreation and Wildlife Department, San Carios Apache Trbe
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San Carlos Apache Tribe - Monette

1. If a wolf reintroduction project is
approved, the FWS would enter into an
agreement with the San Carlos Apache Tribe
for wolf management, if the Tribe desired.



U S Fish and Wildlife Senvice
Mexican Wolf EIS

P O. Box 1306

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87103

October 18.1995

I have worked with the Mexican Wolf Remntroduction Environmental [mpact statement leam as a member
over the past 2 ~ vears and [ have reviewed the EIS drafi | have four arcas of major concem with the
proposed remuaduction in the Blve Range Recovers Area and several of a sunor naturc Both of the
proposed alternames. A and B. will release wolves :nto primary release areas located direcuy adjacent to
the San Carios Reservation in habitats with close simlanity to habitats oo San Carlos Wotves wall freels
cross this aruficial boundary onto the Reservation My major areas of concetn are expressed below

I The EIS does not directly address the potential impacts of the wolf in these adjacent simular habitats
and on the resources locaied on the Reservation The ivestock depredauon scenasio and the impacts of the
wolf on game resources are based on :nformation from the states of Anzona and New Mexico with no
imput from tribal representatives Impacts on trital resources are in a separale section of the EIS. with
iittle depth

2 There are three tribal ranches abutung the prmary release area Poini of Pines. IDT. and Slaughicr
Mounuur: Cattle management practices are not the greatest with Iribal carde and | would expect that
depredahon on reservation cattle would exceed thal suggested in the EIS draft There ts no guarantee that
avestock kalled or injured by wolves on the reservauon will be compensated for by the Defenders of
Wildlfe as will be the case for non-reservation hivestock depredations although this 1ssue was greatly
reduced by Craig Mitier's presentanion a1 the Tribal meeung on Cctober 16, 1943

Lnestock losses bn IDT should be compensated directhy to the Tribe through the Tnbal Council Livesiock
Tost by Point of Pines and Slaughter Mountain should be compensated directls 1o the owner where
rdentifiable or to the Cattle Associauon when the owners ars not idenufiable I tie wolves should
depredate on bivestock of other associabions compensauon should foliow the above gudelines If the
Defenders of Wildlife do not guarantee this compensation then the US Fish and Wildlife should assume
the habilin

Better management of the ale wauld reduce the vulnerability of the cattle tc wolves but the Associauons
are financially unable to impose betier management This would (nctude 2 comunon breeding season
seasonal rotation of hivestock to less vubnerable pastures. round up of alt mavencks. and less camon on
“he landscape The Fish and Wildhfe Service should provide the necessary funds and trainang to improve
the cattle management by the affecied Associations

i An Inlergovernmental agretmnent noeds (0 be devcioped between the U ». Fish and Waidide Service
and the San Carlos Apache Tnibe on managemert of the wolf on Tnbal iands This must include support
from the Federal Government to tain. equp. and fund tnbal particapation (n onlonng wolf actrvites
and their 1mpacts an Tnibal resources

1 Impacts of wohes on tnbal wildhfe can be sxpeciod bui the degree 1s nknown Under the Trust

1 the Federal C t is Fesponsible to the nbe for waldlfe losses. bown
resident ard those mugrators onto the reseny2uon. resulung from theu mwoducuon of the wolf 1nto the
ecosystem 1he wolf wil! reduce the elk mugraung omio the resen ation from the Apache-Sugraes
~ational Forest. esumated at 560750 arnually These together with approumater: the same aumbgi
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San Carlos Apache Tribe - Brown

1. Wolf recovery has not been proposed for
the San Carlos Apache Reservation, and
wolves that disperse there could be captured
and removed, with the Tribe’s permission and
cooperation. Because the Tribe has stated its
opposition to wolf recovery, we assume the
Tribe would take advantage of this provision
of the proposed experimental population rule.
Because wolves would not be allowed to
recolonize the reservation under the Preferred
Alternative, impacts to reservation resources
are predicted to be minor. Input from the
San Carlos Apache Tribe has been sought
throughout the development of the EIS
through the Tribe’s representative on the
Interdisciplinary Team.

2.  The suggestion that livestock depredation
would be higher than predicted on the
reservation is speculative. Wolves would only
occupy the reservation temporarily until they
could be captured and removed. Wolves seen
in the act of attacking livestock could be killed
under the management provisions. It is our
understanding that the Defenders of Wildlife
compensation program would pay for
livestock killed by wolves on the reservation.

3.  The FWS lacks legislative authority to
compensate for livestock or other animals
killed by wolves.

4. The FWS believes that Tribal livestock
associations will not be significantly affected
by implementation of the Preferred Alterna-
tive. Nevertheless, we anticipate that one of
the duties of project personnel, especially the
animal damage control specialist, will be to
help livestock owners improve management
practices to reduce the potential for losses to
predation.

5. The FWS supports the establishment of
an agreement with the Tribe and has initiated
efforts at the staff level to develop draft
language for such an agreement.

6. The FWS considers implementation of
the ESA to be consistent with its trust
responsibilities to the Tribe. We do not believe
the law supports the suggestion that the FWS’s
trust responsibilities includes an obligation to
reimburse the Tribe for wildlife losses
attributable to wolf predation.
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migraton from the Whute Mountan Resen aion provide hunng for aver 400 wibal members and
$45.000 11 annual license fees from non-1nbal members Additianal income 1s denved form fees 1 tnbal
miember guides An unknown number of mule deer also mugrate from the Apache-Sitgraves Natonal
Forest onto tnbal lands 1nto an area whuch provides over S0% of the Lbal member deer hunting The
wolves will also have some 1mpact on the resident deer elk and anielope n this area Some of these elk
are exurernely valuabie over 340000 each wn ag focs 1o non-members. and are also highl. desirable 1o
members

The Tribe's Wildlife Management Program is financially unable 1o document the cusTent numbers of
deer and elk migraung onto Lhe reserhation accuralely. let alone invesugate the potential impacts of
wolves on the wildlife and on these migratons This bs an asca that will fall under the Federal
Governments trust Tesponsiilites to the Tnbe and the rosources neocssary o achieve this data should be
provided to the Tribe by the 1S Fish and Wildhfe Serace

The above completes my general comments on the Draft EIS T wall suppon the reintroducticn of the
Mexicar: Wolf 1nte The Blue Range area if the above concerns are adequateir covered. Alernatives A o5
B I suppon the retnuroduction of the Mexican Wolf 1nto the White Sands area. Alternanves A or B [
oppose the Aliernatne  rewntroducuon under full endangered species status

The foliowing concerns some specfic porms 1n the draft £15 which | beheve need some cleanag up of
erors

pg % Merriams turkeyvs are potential prev species. rangng from 12-25 ib . and are common 1o numerous

tn the BRWRA T would predici some significant predanon on turkevs on the San Carlos Reservanton 1
csumate a population of 1579-2500 rurkeys on San Carlos ®athin 10-15 mules of the prmary release area

pg 3-20 There have been 16 stock tanks bkt or the reservation

pe 3-7%  The Meacan Spotted Owl and The Southwestern Willow Flicaicher are also found on the
Reservation

pe $-2¢  change the # to--- S1x of the seven

“hange sentence § & 4 1o the following Moving herds (oward calviag pastures. liruung the

amown: uf e that cows spead with bulls ¢ to v achromze cahing). and totauog cattle 10 kess Vulnerable

pastures cowid be expecied 1o reduce predaunon bul are currenty bevond the means of the Assoclations

pr 42> add-— San Carlos- Five tundred - 800 elk mugrate annually from the Apache -Sugraves

Nauonat Forest onto the Resenvation These elk. together with a sunuar number mugrating from the While

Mountain Reservation. proide the majonty (85-9% of the elk hunting for members on the resen ation

These <k alsc provide $45.00C aon-member g fecs. Most ( 50%) of tnbal deer bunting ociurs on deer in

this ares with an unknown migraucn from the Apache-Sitgraves Allernatives A and B will tmpact these
migraton amals

pg 4-3u  defete the sentenve  The ongomny improvements in Uvestock management mas mutigate tus
A-3 add nurkess as occasiona; prey
Cecil Brown

N
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COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATONS

5JBCOMMTIEE DN LABOR MEA. fh aND

Congress of the Anited States

PBouse of Representatives

Faghington, PE 205134323
October 6. 1993 ECEND
ﬁm.
11'%
Mr. David Parsons oct
United States Fish and Wildlife Service MM
Ecological Services -

Post Office Box 1306
Albuquergue, NM 87103

Trear M~ Parsons

1 am pleased that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is holding public hearings
on its proposal to reintroduce Mexican wolves to the Southwest region of the United States
1 hope the USFWS will listen to the concerns 1 and my constituents have about this

proposal

1 am concerned that the reintroduction of this predator will have a severe impact on two of
the most important industries for this region, ranching and tourism

As the federal representative for the Big Bend and Guadalupe Mountains National Parks, as
weli a» thousands of square miles of West Texas ranch land. I believe the USFWS must
reconsider this plan before jeopardizing the livelihood of my constituents

The Southwest 1+ well known for its natural beauty. [n particular, the Big Bend and
Guadalupe Mountains National Parks aftract hikers. campers and nature lovers from around
the country . This tourism suppotts many communities in the region. Many will fear
encountering this predator in these popular vacation spots resulting in a possible decline in
wounsm

Ranchers have cvery reason to fear the introduction of a new predator. The likelibood of
range animal losses will increase leaving ranchers to bare an even greater financial burden
This region depends on the ranching industry for survival and to deliberately impose a risk
such as reintroducing the wolf is not wise

Many thanks for your interest and attention to this important matter

Sincerely,

Henry Bonilla
Member of Congress

HB .o

PEAL Res v 10
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7. See response number 6 above. Because
of the number of variables and uncertainties
involved, it would be extremely difficult to
isolate the effects of a reintroduced wolf
population on the populations of deer and
elk that migrate between the Reservation
and the BRWRA.

8. We agree that wolves might prey on wild
turkeys. We lack clear information or data to
suggest how much. Where wolves are recol-
colonizing in wild turkey range in Wisconsin,
little predation on turkeys has been observed
(R Thiel, wisconsin DNR, pers. comm.).

9. Suggested changes have been made in the
FEIS, except for part of the suggestion

for p. 4-23. We have incorporated some of
that information in Chap. 3 and Chap. 4,
under Alt. C. We have pointed out in the
Introduction of Chap. 4 that the impacts of
Alt.s A and B could affect the adjacent reser-
vations if the wolves are not promptly con-
trolled, referencing the types of impacts dis-
cussed under Alt. C. Information regarding
migration on and off the reservation appears
incomplete and the implications as far as
hunting on the reservation are uncertain.

U.S. Congress Members:
Henry Bonilla:

1. Wolf reintroduction is not proposed in
Texas and wolf reintroduction in Arizona and
New Mexico is not projected to cause any
impacts in Texas, particularly since the
WSWRA has been dropped from Alt. C.
Natural wolf recolonization from Mexico is
considered very unlikely. If it did occur, the
most foreseeable place in Texas is Big Bend
National Park. The wolf likely would enhance
tourism and would not be likely to cause
more than marginal impacts to ranchers in
the area.
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JACKA BROWN Ci ITTEES:

e o . .
ot B2 e e s State Legislators:
ATE CAPITCL WG

1100 ST wammsTon JonT LECISATIVE 7% CnMRTTEE Brown:

Arizana House of Representatives
Bhoenix, Arizona 85007 .
1. The wolf does not pose a significant

danger to humans or to the survival of any
other species.

Octaber 20 1995

U S. Fish and Wildhfe Service
Mexican Wolf EIS

P O. Box 1306

Albuguerque, NM 87103

Gentlemen

1 am writing to recommend that the Mexican wolf no1 be reintroduced in
the southwestern U S 1 think there are many reasons why this is not a good idea
1 think it would be dangerous not only for humans but atso for mary species of 1
animals, some of which are alneady endangered 1 think we need to make a better
environment for the Mexican wolf in a controlled situation, such as a farge area
n a zoo that would give them natural habitat but from which they could not
escape. | just do not think we need to turn the clock backward.

Thank you.
Sincerely,
ot el A o
+” JACK A BROWN 7
State Representative
JAB/b
$tte of Neto Mexico
House of Representatives Baca:
Sarta Fe
E. SHIRLEY BACA VICECHAIRPERSON
13Dona AnaDm 35 Consumer & Pubbe Aflnrs 1. Thank you for your comment.
1501 East Bours COMMITTEES.
Las Cruces, NM 88001 dudiciary
Printing & Suppliss

Home Phone: (505; 522-7315
October 18,1995

LS Fish & Wildlife Service
PO Box 1306
Albuquerque. NM 87103-1306

FO THE 1S FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICE

New Mexico 1s a state that has historically been a reflection of diversity and
differences. Our geography 1s varied and expansive; our people differ in
ethnicity, cultures, and spiritural beliefs; and our economy expands from
agnculture, ranching. and technology, to small manufacturing, retail and
services. In aimost ALL ways, New Mexico’s population prides itself for
their individualitv, love of freedom, and diversity

My father and his ancestors have a long history of being ranchers -- he’s

from Adelino (near Tome, NM). and they had a lot of acreage up near the
Manzanc Mountarns, and for generations afier generations; they were ranchers
-- cattle and sheep - and they supported themselves and their families with
this way of hiving off the land  When we were little, my Dad loved to tell us
stories of lus “trail runs” up to Colorado and Wyoming to deliver the cattle,
and of the hardship and adventures they encountered along the way

Also. guess what? My father is a LONG TIME - family generations - of

beng a Republican -- and he won’t change his political affiliation . not

even for me. BUT HE SAYS HE VOTES FOR ME, and he often votes for
Democrats, and as he likes to say, “He votes for the person and what they stand
tor — NOT their political affilianon”

Anyway n discussing this issue about the “1.obo™ with him, 1 asked him as &

former rancher what did he think about reintroducing it to New Mexico agam
And he said to me. “If God hadn 't wanted the Lobo [Mexican wolf] in this
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U S hish & Waldhte
Page {wo
October 18, 1005

world he wouldn't have created them ™ }He also remembered a hme when the
1 obo ran wild in this area and provided a ver necessary function to the land,
and he remembered that in the 1930's , 40 s. and the 1950's, the government
gave alot of money to the ranchers to get rid of them  He said to me very
distinctly " The lobos came first, not the cattle. therefore THEY are the natives
to thrs land and play a very impontant function in the diversity of this land™

1 mNOT a rancher by any means. and [ don’t know a lot about all of the

1ssues i question here; BUT | do understand that if 1t IS an 1ssue of economics
and that if the Mexican wolf kills oft a rancher s livestock, that there ARE means
of compensaung the rancher for the loss of the livestock that can be demonstrated
to be due to wolf predanon

The U S Fish & Wildlife Senace describes the Mexican wolf as “one of the

rarest fand mammals in the world™  Well. New Mexico is rare; our population

15 diverse, our land 15 diverse. and we pride ourselves to be people who are good
stewards of the land. I beheve that part of that stewardship is to respect and protect
ALL of the creatures and natural resources that God has gifted us with

As a native New Mexican, with a famly lineape tracing back to the orginal New
Menico colomzers: as a daughter of a former rancher/Tome Land Grant member,
and as an indradual who respects and takes pride in our lands in New Mexico,

i DO spport an experimental remntroduction of the Mexican Gray Wolf in a way
that will minimize the impact on established hvestock operations, and which will
provide tull protection for wild wolves under the Endangered Species Act

Singerely—-. —

. “t

S
FE SHIRIEY BACA/

Vaughan:

1. The Alamogordo Zoo wolf exhibit is

St of Mefn Mesico only a small part of the captive breeding

House of Representatifies program, which includes an additional 23
Santn Fe - zoos and wildlife sanctuaries throughout the
GLORIA C. VAUGHN ggsm! c ) United States. One important purpose of the

R-Otero-Drst 51 Consumer & Public Aftairs R .

I i® i mniielf Mexican wolf exhibit at the Alamogordo Zoo
Aarogordo, NM B8310-6606 f - . .
e, 5 3251 - e is to educate people about the native species

/“CE'VEDI of New Mexico.
CCTCBE . i,

THE USITED STATES FISE AND WIIDLIFE AGENCY
Foo0. Box 1306
Alpujuergue, buow Mexic

REGARIING: MEXICAN GREY WOLF KE-ENTEY

aithough ! artended your HEARING at Sucorrsy recently on the plan i re-

e the MEXICAN GREY WOLF intc the range area of our state, ! feel that
i aler must have my lerter in your file regarding this sericus matter.

am oppcsea to putting the wal! back inte the wilds of our states, or

fur t.at matter, any of the areas of our Scuthwestern United States.
these animals live [rom eating meat....and that meat can come from our
farme . s, rancte. and rura: people'c animals 5 which wolves prey. Their
packs can spread about our area and do real damage fC uur people whc Wish to

Iive peaceful lives

fhe Aiamcgorac Zoo where soms of these animals have been bred and raised
15 1n my legisiative district. I have been receiving & lot of opposition to
. toth cppose the wolf re-en'ry program l
e breeding of these animals
hat it has created among our

cur .ian from pecple in my fistrict 51 who
G feel that sur city shou t have allows
in ou. zow if such wouid tauss the contreversu

peopls in this area.

“ir the money that your agenty Las been pragging about the cost cf this
program, we would be much better to spend that money on cur children's
Lr tealth programs. as well as for others in need Ir our sciiety. As
: in Scecrro:  "Cur human species needs this care and financial attention
e tne wolf 1o create controversy and problems 1r our society.’

ope that ycu wiil take my compents in*c cengideraticr. May I aear

from .cuoIn th1s matter.

MOST CINCEREL: YCUFRS,

,mez- é Uﬁ%
eria C. Vaughn

Representative, Dis tfice 51
505) 434-2819
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Williams:
Stute of Netw Blexica 1. We disagree that the wolf disappeared
House of Representatites naturally; it was deliberately exterminated.
Sania Fe
W.C. "DUB" WILLIAMS COMMITTEES:
Agrcuiture & Water Resousces
R« raves, Lncoln & Otero D 56
Enrolling & Engrossing (B)
HCBE, Bon 10
Glencoe 1M 88324
Vome Phone :505} 178416
September 20, 198S
U &. Fisn and Wildiife
Mexican Wolf EIS
P.L Box 1306
Albugquergue, New Mexico 87103-130%
ke Mexicarn Welf
Dear Sir:
Farmers, ranchers and folks that make their living off the land
have many things to deal with in their lives. Lack of rain and
water, predators, unpredictable markets for their products, paying
bi.ls, taxes and maintaining a family are but a few.
Or. “he ranyge in southern New Mexicc, the wild horses are dying from
lack cf food and water due to prolonged drought. It dges not make
sense to impose another predator on the _ives of these people. The
more common senee approach would be tz help the pecplie funcrtion
be:ter in their environment
Mar. was not or earth wher the dincsaur disappeared. Through the l
nataral rocesses of nature, life forms (plant and animal)
disappear. I would encourage us all to accept that fact and go on
wizh cur lives
T starnd in Qpposition to the introduction of the Mexican Wclf ircto
the southern part of New Mexicc or any place else for that matter.
Sincerely .
W Jd il ba
W.C. "Dub" Williams
State Representative
Dis cr &
Madla:
. as <o
“rank Madla |

Texas State Senate ‘ #5 b 1300 1. See response to Rep. Bonilla, above.

Distnct 19 it
/ Wolves are not proposed for release in Big
TN | Bend NP,
s B

2. The FWS does not propose to “attract”
wolves to Big Bend, but would take steps to

November 13, 1995

Ms. Nancy M. Kaufman - R
Regional Director protect any wolves that naturally recolonized
11.S. Fish and Wildlife Servic . .

b0 mox 06 that area to enhance their survival. In that

: . New M §7103-1306 « .

Aaquergue. New Mexico sense, the FWS would *“encourage” wolf

RE Remtroduction of the Mexican Wolf within 1ts Historic Range in the Southwestern

Unitced States recovery.

Dear Ms. Kuafman:

am writing on behalf of the constituents that T represent in west Texas. mosl of whom eamn a
ving by raising sheep and goats. The issue of the release of and specifically the potential l
recolonizaton of the Mexican Wolf in the Big Bend National Park Area has crealed some f§f P«
concermn. Questions have been raised concerning the hazards that the Mexican wolf may expose
1 the livestock. agnculture, and tounst in the Big Bend Park and the surrounding areas. [f
these Mexican wolves are released, it will not take long for their effect to be felt by the
ranchers. Additionally, it is preposterous to believe thal a privately funded reimbursement
program . which would reimburse ranchers for their losses if they could prove that their
svestock had been killed by a wolf, would work.

‘The proponents of this plan obviously do not understand necessities of modemn ranching
Profitable ranching ‘s net done on five acre tracts, bul rather on five hundred and five thousand
acre tracts. Conceivably a rancher may not discover a lost sheep or goal for several days. Then
vou ask this rancher o provide evidence that this sheep or goat was killed by a wolf. This is
downrnight absurd.

‘With all this 1n mind | must express to you that the ranchers and business peopie that | represent

:n Big Bend National Park area do not support the release, recolopization. nor any action to

directly ensure that the Mexican wolf establish the Big Bend National Park Arca as its domain

These feelings have been shared with me and members of my staff, and therefore. I must 2.
formally request that the U. S. Fish and Wild!ife Service do not release, recolonize, nor provide

anv incentve to attract the Mexican wolf into the Big Bend National Park Area

COMMITTEES
Feunomac Decelopment Heaith & Human Services [awergeveramental Relatons
Nemnatans. Vice Chairman
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3. The FWS also held a public meeting in
Alpine, Texas, which is potentially affected

Letter to Nancy Kaufman. Regional Director

U.S. Fish and Wildlife @ B ”
November 13. 1995 only by Ah. D, the “No Action” approach
page 2 which considers natural recolonization. No

one in Texas would be affected by the
proposed wolf releases. Please see Texas
Parks and Wildlife letter.

1 must also express my dissatisfaction in the location of the October 12, public meeting. While
Ausun, Texas may be the state capitol and home to some supporters of the wolf release, it was 3
miles away from those people who are directly affected by the proposed wolf release.

If you have any questions, piease do not hesitate to contact me or my Legislauve Assistant,
Harold Oliver. if you should have any questions.

Yours truly.
g

St o etin
‘Frark Madla

FM bo

cc Lt. Governor Bob Bullock
Congressman Henry Boniila
Nancy Kaufman, Regional Director. US FWS
Texas Parks and Wildlife Commissioners
Andrew Sansom. Executive Director, Texas Parks and Wildlife
Senator Bill Sims
Representative Layton Black

Black:

1. Wolf reintroduction into Big Bend is not

LAYTON BLACK P.O. Box 2910 planned. No one in Texas would be affected
State Representative Austin, Texas 78768-2910
Distric: 54 512-463-0684 by the proposed wolf releases.

Ms Nancy M. Kaufman
Regionat Director

U & Fash and Wildhfe Service
PO Box 1306
Albuguerque. Nh ST

Dear Ms Kautmar

1 am a member of the Texas House of Representatives whose district encompasses an area of the

state where many famihes eamn their living raising sheep and goats. I tell you this so that you \
w1l understand my particular concerns regarcing the reintroduction of the Mexican wolf into

New \exico and Anzona, and the eventual reiptroduction of that animal into the Big Bend area

of Texas

Once released. it wall not tske Jong for the wolves to range into ranching country :n search of
tood  Ranchers will begin to expenence additional losses of their valuable livestock from this
re-ntroduced predator. Propoments of the remntroduction plan tout the success of a privately-
funded reimbursement program. Ranchers. they say, would be compensated for their losses if
they could prove their hvestock had beer killed by a wolf.

Texas i+ a big state. Ms. Kaufman. Peopic who raise sheep and goats and even cattle in far West
Texas do 50 on very large tracts of land  What will 1t cost those ranchers in tume and manpower
to momitor their herds? Whatever compensation they receive is unlikely to offset what they will

4 n orde: uduce evidence sufficient to prove which predator was the kitler

! attended the public hearing held by vour agency on October 12, in Austin. That your agency
would schedule a formal public hearing 1n a location so far from the people who will be affected
was a shameful abuse of power. The few landowners who could attend. did so ar grea: personal
wXpense

On the sther hand | noted that the people who make their living from rescarch grants or from
the saie of wolt merchandise were well represented. Your choice of locations was disappointing,
but not surprising 1t was obvious you really didn’t want 10 hear from those who have the most
to lose

The remntroduction of the Mexican wolf 15 a bad 1dea | cannot conceive of how the public as
a whe'e will benefit from placing this additonal burden upon Texas rancheérs./Bpur agency has
RS- ]

IR T
R _
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2. This right to manage wolves could come
o to landowners if the Mexican wolf is ever de-
XS‘OZ;“};,“‘Z%'?” listed. But now, under the ESA, the FWS is
Fage 2 required to work for recovery of the wolf. This
duty would not be served by granting
unlimited private management authority.
Nevertheless, the experimental population rule

certainiv earned its reputation for coming up with ideas that hurt working people. Furthermore.
by scheduling an important pubhic heanng hundreds of miies from the people who must pay the
price fur your decision. you have only compounded a serious public relations problem

1 beliere that Texas landowners would be much more amenable 1o the presence of the wolf if

they wore given the might to manage the animal in the same way as thev manage the other ’ - P
resources on their land. However. so long as your agency insists on fostering an adversanal l does represent the FWS s grantlng of limited
relationship with the people who own the property on which these creatures could flounsh, your management flexibil Ity to private landowners

plans will meer with little suceess

For what it 1s worth. 1 ash that vou file this letter among the other official comments upon this InCIUdlng permission to harass wolves and’
1l-adised proposal. If vou should have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me under certain circumstances, to kill them.

State Representative

B b

oo Governur George W. Bush
Lt. Governor Bob Bullock
Speaker James E "Pete" Laney
Senator Teel Bivins
Senator Bill Sims
Senator Frank Madl2
Commussioner Rick Permy
Iexas Parks and Wildlife Commissioners
Andrew Sansom
David K. Langford

Gallego:

Sta'tr of Texas . 1. Thank you for your comment. See
House of R{*PYE*SETltﬂ*“"f’S responses to previous legislator comments.

P, Bor 420663
. 2l Ruo Tenas TRRAZ.D663
-~ T (210) 774.0800
Peote T (JAL(’EQ

jop—

0. Box 1915
Aunt o Texad THTOR.29 D

F PA RTINS

October 10, 1995

Ms. Nancy Kaufman, Regional Director
United States Fish and Wildlife Service
PO Box 1306

Albuquerque, NM 87103

Dear Ms. Kuufman

It has come to my atention that a formal public hearing regarding the re-introauction of the
Mexacan Brown Wolf to West Texas is planned for October 12. This hearing is scheduled to be
held at the Joe C. Thompson Conference Center on the University of Texas Campus in Austin
ftom 4 PM. 10 9P M

I represent District 74, which comprises a great deal of West Texas. Oue of the most important
components of our economy here is ranching. The re-introduction of the Mexican Brown Wolf
would be detrimental 1o ranchers throughout West Texas. Existent West Texas predators account
tor a great loss of Livestock. It is difficult for people out here to understand the justification for
re inwoducing another threat to the livelihood of so many people

| srongly urge the abandonment of this plan. It will be detrimental to the animals that are
released to the aree 25 sure as will b bad for West Texas. The wolves wiil be in constant
aanger of being shot because they hun on ranchland

Thank you for your considerauon of this issue crucial 10 West Texas.

Suwerely,

27ﬂ&;r‘

Pet: P Gallego

PP jww

Fricces oo Recreled Paper
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Natural Resources Committee
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Teatimony of Senator Bill Sims
Texas State Senator

To the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Public Hearing on Proposed Reintroduction of Mexican Wolves
October 12, 1995

Austin, Texas
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State of Texas
House of Representatifes

Caleman, Texas 76834

ROBERT TURNER
STATE REPRESENTATIVE Comments P %1 Box 879
P.0. Box 2010 21 Wogt Pocan
Austin, Texas 787682010 of
(512) 463-0644 Represeatative Bob Turner (915) 626-3506
(512) 463-7637 FAX (916) 625-3747 FAX

Thank you for the opportunity to testify regarding the proposed reintroduction of the Mexican Wolf in the
Southwest Region of the United States, and more specifically bere in Texas. 1 represent 17 counties in
west-central and far west Texas in the Texas House of Representatives. Several of these counties are in
the area that would constitute the range of any wolves the Service would establish in Big Bend arca
These counties are heavily involved in the production of sheep, goats, and cattle. Ranchers in this part
of the state already have a predator problem with foxes, hogs, coyotes, mountain lions and cagles. They
are therefore understandably nervous and upset when it comes 10 introducing yet another predator such
as wolves to their region of the State.

1 have followed the Federal Government’s wolf reintroduction efforts in other parts of the coumry. This
effort appears 10 me to be nothing more than a way for someonc to justify their job or get a research
grant. In this day of increased demands on government | cannot begin to understand the logic behind
spending money we don’t have on an animal that is not endangered that the area residenss don't want
around in the first place. I have not received one letter from a constituent saying "Representative Turner,
we just don't have enough predators In Texas. Please bring us some woives.” In my mind, this is just
further proof that the federal govemment has its priorities completely mixed-up.

If the U.S. Fish and Witdlife Service was serious about conserving rare species, they would stop ramming
things down the taxpayers throats and recognize the heavy-handed regulatory spproach as being what it
is - an impediment o real conservarion and 2 perverse incentive (o §ood {and management practices and
stewardship

No matter how well-i i it may be to the wolf Iio the areas where it used tw mam
years ago, the fact remains thar people and livestock live there now. Things are very different in west
Texas today compared w when the wolf was there. The Mexican Wolf is not compatible with Texas in
the 1990's. The successful rehabilitanon of any species requires the support of those closest to the
species” habitat. Most of the peopie in the wesiem portion of this state do Dot suppon this proposal -~
therefore it is dootmed o failure. But if it were 10 succeed, what would the sucoessful reintroduction of
wolves do 1o the 30-year effort 10 successful reintroduce desert bighom sheep? The Lions are already
eating them faster than we can stock or breed them. Wolves will just wipe out what few bighoms we
have managed keep alive,

In closing, I was surprised that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service chose 1o hold this hearing in Austin,
since your plans o reintroduce wolves involve the Big Bend area. Last time I checked. Austin was 2 long
wayv from Alpine and a long way from the people who will have to live with the service's decision In
the future you should give greater consideration o the area you plan to work ie and plan hearings that
are convenient 10 that area A heanng on this 1ssue should have been scheduled in Fort Stockton, Alpine,
Or {Xessa; DO iD Austil.

today

United States. 1 strongly oppose any effor:s to
. being
cered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will have
results that will not be worth any kjind of benefit

exas residenzs that
irectly affected in a harwful way by the release are
stock  producers from the southwestern par. of the state.
at recolonization woulc have
when reieased wolves would
ally rvam beyond their estabiished boundaries anc create
Livestock producers will not be able

the livestock produzers and
proposal.
reasons
Texas landcwners should nct have
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Sims:

1. Thank you for your comment. See
responses to previous legislator comments.

2. The suitability of Big Bend National
Park for wolf recolonization has not been
demonstrated, and wolf reintroduction has
not been proposed there.

Turner:

1. Wolves are not expected to prey on
desert bighorn sheep to a significant degree.
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October 3, 199

At Regional Lirector
U'S Tish and Wildlife Service
Mexican Wolf ETS

PO Bex 1366

Atbuiquerque. NM RTI03

Dear Directon

Apache County has revicwec the Draft Lovironmental Inipact Statzment for remiroduction
of the Mewcas Wolf (Cams Lupus Bailevi: [2ws and reqitarions surraunding re.ntreducuon of
speaes, independent scientific reports pn patcatial wolf survivabild, and arucles from 2 number
of independent. peer-reviewed works discussing scieatific viabilty of ibreeding ciosely related
walves, and the genetic purity of sapl.ve popuiaions

After careful consiceration of this information Apache Countv supperts Altemarive L), the
“no action” alternative. As part of our commei.. .. we attach and adopt as our own comuments made
by Applied Ecosystem Management, Irc . and sl Easiern Anzona Counties Organization to Anzona
Game and bish - We als0 incorporate either in wotas or by reference the foliowang
. The Anizona/New Mexice Coalitian of {'ounties comments

. Conservation Genetics of tne Endangered 1si Royaie Grav Wof (19914

- Mitgcnondnial DNA Vanabdiny of the tiray Woif  Genetic Consequences of Populanen

Dechine and Habitat Fragmentation (172
. Inbreeaing Depressien i a Captive Woit (Canis lupus) Pogulation
. “The Mextcan Wolf Recovery Prograns (LISFWS 1086)
. Summary--"Tnternational Srudbook fur the Mexican Wolf, 1987
. USDA Forest Service--letter on Mexican Gray Wolf Sighling, 1992

. 1994 Annual Report from Dr. Julio Carrera, "Mexican Wolf Recovery Program’

. *Rantroduction of the Mexican Wolf  Instrument of Recovery or Lnstrument of Demise?”

Tn addition o information from sbove named sources, we support alterrative D, and oppase
Altematives A, B, and C on the following grounds

Reintroduction imposes a regulatory burden on a single class of citizen, and as such
is 2 violation of Sth and 14th Amendment duc process rights and further violates the Federal
Administrative Procedures Act (APA) and ranchers civil rights (2 g Forester v Consumer
Product Safety Comm'n (559 F 2d 774, 787, 1977] and Valder v. Applegare {616 F 2d 570.
572 1980)

» Monitoning of wolves in the proposed reintroduction arcas would require pecmanent
easement across permitted, lcased. and private {and which violates case law as found in
Notian v Califorma Coastol Commussion (483 U S 825, 1987] and Lucas v South Carolina
Coastal Council [S05 U S, 1952]

Wolf depredation would affect a regulatory takings under the Sth and l4th

of the US C ion (see Florida Rock [ndustries v [ S (18 F 1d 1560

1994]:Notlan v Califormia Coastal Commission [481 U.S. 825, 1987) and Lucas v South
Carotina Coastal Council {505 U S . 1992)

4 Petentiai wolf attacks (rabid or otherwise) on humans would subject the U S Fish
and Wildlifc Service to tort Liability (e g the case of a California Mountsin Lion attacking
a gir. and a subsequent suit being brought seekung monetary relief for the atack)

N Because there 13 no agency compensation program for hivesiock. horse, other
domestic anmal, or potential human depredation in the proposed plan. the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and State Game ana Fish Departments subject themselves to takings and
tort liability lirigation

n The proposed remwroducuion plan would, if approved. be paft of an ilegal,
prog ic Eavi i Impact S {see N; I Resource Defense Cou

v Magden. 388 F. Supp. 829 834 DDC, 1974 aff'd 527 F.24 1386, DC cir, 1975,

cert. denied 427 U S, 913, 1976); St of Califorpia v. Block. 690 F.2d 753, 1982).

Several of the reintroduction plan’s scicntific analyses are substantively flawed
(see attachmencs), and others are missing

Agency et al. Comments and Responses

Local Governments

Apache County:

1. These are primarily legal issues that are
not the subject of the EIS process. The FWS
disagrees with ail of the assertions.



The proposed reintroduction pian cutrently before the Commission fails 1o
adequaiely identify, through best available information, potential adverse ecopomic,
social, cultural. and communaity scability impacts.

Tie walves proposed (o be reinroduced, according 1o peer reviewed analysss and
Fish and Wildlife Service documentation, are in two of three instances of questionable
geneuc purtry (see artached)

The abiliry of captive grey wolves 1o survive in the wild, according o peer
reviewed analysis, is seriousty guesuioned {see auached)

The public opinion surveys used to justity woll reintroduction are dated. Phase
one surveys are & years old, and phase two are 4 years old,

Rarchers and hunters Apaciie County has interviewed indicate that woives have
both been seen and heard wn the Biue area, contrary to Game and Fish findings, thus
violating one of the critera necessaiv for reintroductian. which 15 that no Wolves can
exist 10 the area of propased reintrond iction

Potennal exisence of odier classificanons of walves would present the possibility
of cross breeding, thus destroying the alleged genetic purtty of the Mexican Grey Wolt

There 15 no sclentific evidence that the Mexican Grey Wolf existed in the Blue
area betore the demise af the Mogolion and’or Texas Wolves. thus viclatng the second
crizeria for waolf reinroduction

By the plan’s admission, therc 15 no assurance that Mexican Wolves would say
withi proposed recovery zones. Further, in severe winters, it is encisely conceivable
thar they would seek out cattle, sheep, domestic animals, and domestic garbage (see page
35 uf e U.S Fish and Wildhfe Service Propased Rei Plan for a doc!
sightng of wolves next 1o a garbage dump

The plan would bar ranchers from protecting their property from wolf atack
This, n combination with an 1nability of te plan and s implementation 1o accurately
wdenti*y wolf kills 1n a timely manner. ard a lack of official compensation, constitutes
a Stk and [4th amendment wkings

The potenual of suis or 1.5, Fish and Wildlife Service directives ordering ful!
protecton of the wolf under the Eudangered Spectes Act would desiroy the ranching
economy anc culture of Southeaster. Apache County. and Northern Greenlee County,
violating provisions of the Nationat Eivironmental Policy Act, as well as the Apache and
Greeti ce County Policy Plans

There 1s rw attempt in e Dratt Envirenmenal fmpact Statement 1o account for,
or micgate tor the provisions of the apache or Greenlee County Land Usc and Resource
Pouctes as incorporated n County p.ans

| &
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2. The EIS process is not required to fully
address all of the topics mentioned, although
the economic issues are covered. Where a clear
inference as far as the sociocultural topics can
be made from the environmental impact
analysis, then it is made. There is no evidence
that recovery of endangered wolves elsewhere
has had significant sociocultural impacts.

3. We disagree, see Appendix K - Response
to Mr. Dennis Parker’s Comment on the
DEIS.

4.  The New Mexico opinion survey was
conducted last year (Duda and Young 1995).

5. Reported wolf sightings from the Blue area
have been followed up, but none have been
confirmed. Even if the occasional lone wolf
existed in the area, the reintroduction effort
could proceed so long as there was not a
“population” (i.e., at least two successful
breeding pairs for at least two years). If in fact
a wild Mexican wolf existed in the area and
interbred with the reintroduced Mexican wolf
population, it would not destroy the genetic
purity of the reintroduced wolves, but it could
enhance their genetic diversity.

6. See rewritten Taxonomy and Historic
Distribution sections of Chap. 1.

7. Wolves may be attracted to garbage the
same way many other scavenging animals
are. The EIS does discuss what will occur

if wolves leave the recovery areas and does
disclose potential impacts on domestic
animals.

8. The Proposed Action allows ranchers to
protect livestock on their land if wolves attack
it and to harass wolves in the vicinity of their

property.

9. We disagree; even under the full
protection of Alt. C, the likelihood of such
severe consequences occurring is very low.

10. Investigation has produced new
information that is cited in Chap. 3.



Lesiie £ Thampson

19 Apache County is currently developing an Initial Assessment Repor, similar w
an Environmental Assessment under its plan, which should be considered in the
development of a final preferred alternative and record of decision

20 The potential impacts of Proposition 201, passed in November, 1994, on this
reintroduction plan raise serious doubis as to the workability of the plan. Thus, Mexican
Wolf reintroduction shouid be tabled untl impacts of Proposition 201 have been properly
analyzed

21 Key scienufic information is ommiited from the development of the Draft
Enviranmental Impact Statement. These include the following aniies and reports:
Wayne, R.K., er. al, "Conservation Genetics of the Endangered lsle
Royale Gray Wolf.” Conservarion Bielogy. 5(1). 1931
Laikre, Linda and N, Ryman. “Inbreeding Depression 1n a Captive Wolf
(Canis lupus) population,® Conrservarion Biology, 5(1), 1991.
Woody. Jack B.. Ut Fish and Wildlife Service, “The Mexican Wolf
Recovery Progris» ~ Albuquerque, NM, March [986
Internanonal Studbook for the Mexican Wolf, 1987.
Parker, Denmis. Reunroducrion of the Mexican Wolf:  Initrument of
Recovery or Instruinent of Demse?. Applied Ecosystem
Management, hic
- Carrera, Julio  Mexicun Wolf Recovery Program. Annual Reporr 1994,

22 In an annual project. Dr. Julio Carrera ideatifies naturally existing Mexican
Wolves populgtions in Mexico, and possibly extreme Southern Arizona. Therefore, the
logical step to wmke is perpewation of naturally occurnng populations, and not
reintruducton of genctically suspect populations.

In summary, {f this project is approved and implemmented, both wotves and people will
suffer, leaving the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service with an expensive project which is
ientificolly, legally, Hly, socially, and logistically flawed. With these arguments
in mind, we strongly recommand that the U.S. Fisk and Wildlife Service adopt Alternative D
the "nmo action” alternative as its preferred al ive in the Draft Envi ! Impact
Si or withdraw the Draft Envi ! Imgaci S Hogether.

1hank you for this opportunity to comment

Sincerely

sy

Arthur N. Lee, Chairman
Board of Supervisors of Apache County

Board of Supervisors

)

)&~

Jody M. Kiein

Chairman, County Administrator
Oistric 3

Nadine Parkhurst
Tony Sarach Clern
Distr.ct
Mike Paimer
District 2

©)ctober [4. 1995

115, Fish and Wildlife Service

Mexican Woll Environmental Impact Statement
P.O Bo 1206

albuquergue. New Mexico 87103-1306

Dear Sir-

These comments are being submitied by two of the three members of the Board of
Supersvis.rs in Cochise County. representing the areas in which the wolf is most likely 1o appear
We are a.s0 supporting the stand taken by the Coalition of Arizona/New Mexico Counties for stable
economic growth

We have i« very deep concern for the private citizens using federal lands for recreation. ltis thewr
safetv ant that of their children, pets and property thal we subnut these comments

INTRODUCTION

Chapter 5 makes the statement that “opposition or strong concern” was expressed by our
orpanizauon and some of our member counties As stated in our ecarliest meetings and
correspondence. we neither oppose nor support the introduction of Mexican wolves. The objective
of an environmental document 1s to disctose to decision makers and the public what the
environmentaj consequences can he expected from major federal actions.

History has produced many examples of people blindly carrying out agendas that have
devastated entire nations because they believed in what they were doing, got paid enough or were
“simplyv feliowing orders.” The FWS has taken a series of actions in the last ten years which are
cumulanvely destros ing our rural counties’ abilities to meet our fiscal responsibilities Even when
the F WS has the opportunity 1o disclose this information outside the confines of the ESA. they fail

o do

We realize that the Endangered Species Act preciudes consideration of economic impacts
:f it hinder~ the protection and recovery of threatened or endangered specics  However, the Draft
Enwvironmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Mexican wolf reintroduclion 1s governed by the
~EPA an: therefore the analysis must include an analysis of the social and economic impacts. In

Lochise Luurty ¢ 145 W Malogt, . ate Buiding 8 o Bisnee Avzona 85603 » (5201 432.9200 + FAX 15201 432 5016

Agency et al. Comments and Responses

11. See response to Arizona Game and Fish
Department on this issue.

12. We disagree; see Appendix K - Response

to Mr. Dennis Parker’'s Comment on the
DEIS.

Cochise County:

1.  That statement has been deleted from
Chap. 5 of the FEIS.



an extension of that. the analysis must include the cumulative impacts as well The DEIS fails on
both requirements.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

L] The geographic areas, from which the data the FWS 1s using to derive the impacts

«n domesuic and wild ungulates. bear litile companson o the southwesi conditions  Therefore. the
cstimates ot the wolf s take of these prey 1s flawed. Also, the modeling does not wke into account
:he tact that wald ungulates wilt be abie to flee the boundanes of the primary and secondary zones
ana leave the domestic livestock secured and vulnerable inside of the pasture fences

- The stated objective to minimuze adverse impacts on the income potential and current
»festvles. should alse contain the words “avoid-or” preceding the word “minimize.”

n NEPA and Judge Muecke s recent ruling on protection for the Mexican spotted cw! require
that an extensive region-wide cumulative Impact analysis be done on the human environment which
'ncludes the social and economic impacls.

L] I'he abject of an Fnvironmental impact Statement (E1S1 is to provide sufficient infcrmation
ipon which o make an mformed decision  The DEIS has a lot of information. but most of 1t 1s
speculation and exaggerated posiuve henefits

L] T'he information on prev base 1s oniv confined to the pnmary and secondary zones. We
-equest a short-term und long-term cumulative impact anaiysss for the entire experimental population
irea

L] Leg hold traps have been banned in Anizona. Ammal Damage Control (ADC) will have a
-ore thar: difficult ime attempuing to capture probiem wolves. The DEIS does not address this
ssue

[ The presence of protected wolves wiil stop much of the efforts by ADC to control other
oredators hecause of the potential risk of harming the wolves. The DEIS makes thus clear but fails
:0 indicate to what extent thes will Impact the ability of livestock owners to protect their animals

[] While there 13 proposed a depredation compensation fund. there is no mention of damaged
st maimed animals  The DEIS Should point out the difficuity in identifying kills or even locating
the evidence of a kill The DEIS should have also contaned the actual payments made in Montana
and Minnesota and the fact that there have been numerous complaints about getting paid and being
caid tmety it should pointed out that the Minnesota fund has twice run out of funds before further
ippropnaiion could be made from the state legislature

L] 11 15 not unreasonable to ask when the non-essential experimental designation will end and
what wi.i "he status of the wolf be at that pont

» “he DELS dees not melude the cerainty of citizen swits altertng the recovery plan and
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2. We surveyed numerous experts before
drawing the comparison between the northern
wolf recovery areas and the Southwest as far as
impacts on livestock (see Box 4-3 and
Appendix F). No northern areas were directly
considered to calculate wild ungulate
impacts; these were estimated through a
modelling effort with expert input. It is
unlikely that the ability of wild ungulates

co leap fences will allow them to escape
pursuing wolves (who can also leap or go
through fences) and extremely unlikely

that wild ungulates would flee the huge
designated wolf recovery areas.

3. We have added more discussion of the
spotted owl in the “Cumulative Impacts”
section.

4. We agree that uncertainty exists about the
impacts; identifying this uncertainty is
appropriate under NEPA. We disagree that
positive impacts were exaggerated; in fact, the
potential negative impacts are easier to
quantify than the benefits. More discussion of
benefits from wolf recovery in the Northern
Rockies and the Great Lakes region is
provided in Appendix J.

5.  We do not foresee significant cumulative
impacts on the prey base outside the areas
where wolf recovery is proposed.

6. See responses to USDA ADC, Arizona
Game and Fish Dep’t and Arizona Gov.
Symington, above, on the trapping ban issue.
ADC would still be able to use leg-hold traps.

7. Box 4-3 does discuss wounding and
difficult-to-find losses. Defenders of Wildlife
may pay for wounding and has paid a
percentage in the Northern Rockies in some
cases where wolves were in the area but could
not be confirmed as the depredator. The
Defenders’ compensation fund has paid

out roughly $2,000 per year on average

since 1987 in the Northern Rockies; the
Minnesota state fund has paid between
roughly $23,000 and $43,000 per year in

the last 10 years in an area with approximately
1,500 to 2,000 wolves. During a

few years, claims against the Minnesota fund
exceeded the amount appropriated by the
Legislature and claimants had to wait up to six
months for payment, but all approved claims
have been paid (B. Paul, USDA ADC, pers.
comm.).



introductton scherme  Gaven the FWS's proclivity to settling these cinzen suiis through generous
apreements, their cumulative impacts should be included in the analysis

» Taere 1s a total omission of discussions of state. local or mribal government plans, policies
ot laws. In ¢ 1 with that ion is an of any discussion of any consistencies or
inconsistencies with those plans, policies or laws or what the FWS wili do to alleviate those
NCONSISIENCLEs

L] Bath sites proposed tor release are outside of the known historic range of the Mexican wolf.
W e understand that the preferred sites were located in close proximity 1o high pupulation and
recreational densitics  If there 1s such an economic benefit to be derived from viewing these animais,
why not put them closer to those who have such a great desire to see and hear them”

L] This decision is a significant regulatory action subject ta the review ¢! the Office of
Management and Budget pursuant 1o Executive Order 12866  Addinonalls. this decision has a
wignifican: impact on a substaniial nurnber of small entiues which makes it subject fo the Regulatory
Flexthil:z act iIRFA) (5 U.S.CC. 605 et seq.)

W can't jocate any reference in the DEIS 1v a vegulatory impact analysis having been
completed rursuant to Executive Order (EQ) 12866 or the Regulatory Flexibihity Act. We hereby
request that vou include this information in the E18 and forward a copy of the information set forth
1w FO 12866 in subsections taif 3)(B) and (C) and pursuant to § 6{a) (F) ¢1j (i1 & (iii} of the same
¥1). an identification tor the public of these changes in the regulatory action that were made at the
suggestest or recommendation of OIRA

. ‘W have attached and herebyv incurporate the comments of Dennis Parser, Biologist
CONCLUSION

Our entire effort, for several years, has been 1o provide you data and information about the
potential fur direct. indirect and cumulatis e impacts on our econamic. social, cultural. physical and
biological ervironments. Because we hve here. we will sutfer the losses or enjoy the benefits from
vour proposed action. For this same reason. our counties have a speciat expertise in the above
environments and should have been accorded. at & mmimum, cooperating agency status

We may have pointed out some impacts that vou differ with us m gpinjon  Subjecting
ynformation. theories and test results to multiple trials for signs of repeated outcomes 1s the heart of
science. The Nationat Envirenmental Policy Act (NEPA) and its implementing regulations demarnid
high qualir information and science be employed in the creation of an EIS

Y o. have approached working with our member counties with the prejudice that ali of our
:nformatic and data 15 somehow tanted A true scientific analysis cannot exist where certain
:ndividuals are bared frum the research etfort merety hecause they have differing opinions. The
ivnamics of debate vield the heter results because they elevate the standards for information either
side must produce to prevail

You have approached this eftort contrary to scienufic principles. You have arbitranily
dismissed information and data simply because it did not fit your desired outcome It certainly
would not be good public relations to admit in an official environmental document that the LS. Fish
and Wildlife Service (FWS) was icatly ving the rural and cultures of our
region

By employing committed proponents of wolf introduction to gather information and draft
with: EIS. with no check on their bias. vou have guaranteed that they would only seiect that data and
information to show minimal impacts and exaggerate the benefits

For this reason the analysis was doomed from the start and has now produced a flawed DEIS
Hecause of this critical flaw, the document has not produced the necessary information upon which
to make an informed decision, nor can it be said to be discl the envi 1
of the proposed action to the public Based on this alone. the only alternative we can fzvor is the No
Sincerely.

“ Leslie k. Thompsen Ton Sardcino
Chairman Supervisor, District 1

Atached: Remwroduction of the Mexican Wolf. Instrument of Recovery or [nstrument of Denuve?

By Dennis Parker. Biologist, Applied Ecosystem Management. Inc

xc Governors Fife Syminglon and Gary Johnson. the Arizona and New Mexico Congressional
Delegations. the State House and Senate Leadership of Anzona and New Mexico and the Arizona
and New Mexico (zame Commussions

1o
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8. The plan is that the designation will end
when the Mexican wolves are fully recovered
and removed from the endangered species list,
which will likely take several decades;

this project is one part of the recovery effort.
When recovery is achieved, and federal
protection no longer necessary, the designa-
tion will be determined by state wildlife laws
at the time.

9. Chap.s 3 and 4 include descriptions of
relevant state, tribal, and local laws and
impacts on them.

10. The sites were chosen because they are in
the probable historic range and possess
favorable characteristics for wolf recovery, as
described in Chap. 2 - Selection of Potential
Areas for Releasing Mexican Wolves. They
were not chosen for wolf viewing.

11. No decision or regulatory action has been
taken yet. Appendii C contains the Proposed
Mexican wolf experimental population rule,
the preamble of which contains a Required
Determinations section addressing the points
raised.

12. See Appendix K - Response to Mr.
Parker’s Comments.

13. We have been and remain open to
considering any information relevant to
Mexican wolf recovery, no matter what

the source. We did state we would not
contribute FWS funding to support research
by an individual we did not agree was an
appropriate researcher, but we never have
barred anyone from conducting research on
behalf of the counties, or independently. We
have not indicated that information provided
by counties is tainted.

14. See response to similar comments in
Public Comment Summary, under General
Comments on the DEIS.



RESOLUTION 1995-17
October 16, 1995

A RESOLUTION BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF GRAHAM, ARIZONA
RELATING TO THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT- PROPOSAL FOR
REINTRODUCTION OF THE MEXICAN WOLF WITHIN ITS HISTORIC RANGE IN THE
SOUTHWESTERN UNITED STATES

WHEREAS. the Board of Supervisors of me County of Graham Arizona have genuine concerns
with the pronosed Alternative A and Alternatives B and C outlined in the above referenced document

WHEREAS Graham County as a member of the Coalition of Arizona/New Mexico Countes for
Stable Ecoromic Growth and the Eastern Arizona Counties QOrganization, supponts the goals and
objectives of these organizations and thus supgort the desrres, needs, concerns and overall goals and
objectives 0° other member counties both in Anzona and New Mexico which represent same 845,000
cttizens, anrl

WHEREAS, Arizona aw and Granam Coumty's Land Use and Resource Policy Plan grant the
governing body of the county the autharity 1 pian for the protectior ot the health. safety, convenience
and genera welfare of the residents of Graham County and

WHEREAS. Graham County being Qirectly adjacent 1o the geograpnic areas proposed and
potentially cluded in the proposal itself are directly Interrelated in terms of economic heaith and
stability preservation of tradtional customs and cultural heritage and outdoor recreationat and sporting
opportunmes, and

WHEREAS. Secton 1800 2(f) ot Nationa! Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) states that tne
Federal Government I" cooperation with State and local governments and other concerned and
privates organizations shall use all practicable means cansistent with the requirement of the Act and
other essential considerations of national policy to restore and enhance the quality of the human
snvironment and avoid or minmize any possibie adverse effects whether they be aesthetic, historic,
cuitural, ecanamic, social or reatth, whether direct or ingirect and the cumulative effects of their
actions upen the quality of life. and

WHEREAS Graham County finds this ‘Draft” Environmental impact Statement to be inatiequate
under the conditions identrfiec :n NEPA case law which define the criteria of a” adequate and thorough
docurment.  Further. the County considers this document to be internally contradictory ard highty
speculative in terms of data presented, scientifically indefensibie. unsupported and contradictory in
drect conflct with R S. 2477 - [rights-of-way to and through public lands), lacking a sufficient scientific
data pase for the Southwestern United States. and fails to analyze and disclose tre impacts
Juantitatively and quaiitatively directly and indirectty, spectically and cumulatively

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED. that in order to insure mininal impacts on the county s direct
refationship to adjoning Anzona and New Mexico counties in terms of custom. culture, economic well
being, social weltare, he surrounding environment and wildlite species, the Board of Supervisors of
Graham County. Arizona support and encourage A ive "D", the ‘no ion alternative’,
as the only reasonable opton when consklering preservation of the species, the sefious deficiencies
within the document and ts direct confiict with not only Graham County’s Land Use and Resource
Policy Plan but also the goals and objectives of the other twenty-two (22) counties that are members
of the Coalttion ot Arizana/New Mexica Counties for Stable Economic Growth.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the United States Fish and Wildiife Service in devsloping its
final Environmental Impact Statement 1 accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act must
consider and analyze both the direct and cumulative impacts of its decision upon the sogial custom and
cutture, and economic weil being of the citizens of the southwestern region as well as Graham County
That analyses must include but not be limited to other published and recognized scientfic data, the
effect (s) of each alternative on me existing wildemess designations, muttiple uses of public lands
habitats of various endangered and threatened spectes, whether listed or being considered for listing
and other considerations required by law to be evaluated and weighed before reintroduction of Mexican
wakes occur i the region which includes Graham County and its neightoring counties

passeD AND ADOPTED this 16th gav of October 1995

GRAHAM COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

)
elben}ouseholder. Chairman

a

o 7
ATTEST *@//M&V %&"M’

"Hayrs Moore. Member

APPROVED AT TO FORM

! -

o N

Barbara Felix. Clerk

Agency et al. Comments and Responses

Graham County:

1. With respect to the right-of-way issue, the
FWS has deleted the provision in the Pro-
posed Action for closing backcountry, Forest
Service roads in the event of illegal wolf
killing.

2. Mexican wolf recovery will have no
affect on existing wilderness designations.
We believe the FEIS satisfies the other
requirements mentioned.
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Arn: David R Parsons
Mexican Wolf Recovery Program
U $. Fish and Wildlife Service
P.O. Box 1306

Albuquerque. NM  87103-1306

RE: COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIS - MEXICAN WOLF REINTRODUCTIOX.

Dear M1 Parsons

These comments are submitted on behalf of Greeniee County. Arizona, the exact
county where the Blue Range prunary recovery area is located. Greenlee County appreciates
the opporturuty to address the Fish and Wildhife Service on this issue. however, Greenlee
County believes that it was inappropriate to hold the Service's formal public meetings m
metropohitan areas far removed from the site where the reintroduction will actually take
place. Such togisucs place an unreasonabie burden on the local residents who will actualiy
have there lives aftected by this decision and as such unfairly influences the decision making
process ny not ailowing ror adequate mput of the directly affected poputation

There are several concerns with the EIS which the couny would hke 10 addresy
briefly. Because of these concerns. Greenlee County urges Fish and Wildlife to pursue
Alternat:ve D, the no action alterpative As a second choice, the county supports Alterative

H because of its less intrusive namire as opposed to the proposed action
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The first concern 1s that the en 1 e l g impact on cattle
are grossly undersiated.  Although the county employs no wolf scientsts. Greenlee County
does beheve that some common sense should be applied to the question. The Service's
analysis. that wolves will not kill many cows. simply doesn’t pass the test of common sense

It appears from the EIS that since there is little or no scientific information on habits
and lifestvles of Mexican wotves that science gathered on Northern Grey Welves would be
substituted for unavailable science. rather than starting by asking common sense questions

For example. the EIS accepts as a given that wolf’s demise is the result of its
reputation as a livestock killer. So pervasive was this notion, that at one time the Federal
Government established eradication programs.  Clearly, the wolf has a propensity to eat
cattle  That's why they were killed! Evervone admits that cattle depredation will occur. If
the problem were as small as the EIS estimaies, it is unlikely that the Government would
have tried to hunt welves tw extinction

Another common sense point to consider. The terrain in Montana and other Northern
Grey Wolf termitones s not nearly so rugged as the Blue Primitive area. Furthermore, caule
cannot jump ferkes lke elk and desr  What does this mean in terms of ungulate
depredation”? It means that the faster-moving. higher-jumping elk and deer will be more
likely to escape 2 wolt as opposed to slower-moving, non-jumping cattle  Greenlee County,
believes that any decisions n thrs EIS based upon the faulty presurnpuons that wolves will
eat deer and elk in preference to cattle shouid he reexamined and reintroduction should not

go forward unul thas probler s adequatety understood and addressed

Agency et al. Comments and Responses

Gteenlee County:

1.  We have added discussion in Chap. 1
regarding historical accounts of wolf
depredation. The wolf was also eradicated
from the Northern Rockies because it
depredated on livestock. Since its return in
northern Montana, very little depredation
has occurred, i.e., a fraction of 1% of the
livestock available, and the wolves do prefer
wild prey. Much of that region also is quite
rugged. See response to the fence-jumping
issue also raised (#2) by Cochise County.
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Another grave concern. which the Fish and Wildlife Service believes isn't important
15 the cosi-benefit aspect of reintroduction.  The DEIS states that "{mjonetary cost-benefit
analysis s not required under NEPA implementing regulations and it is specifically not
reconyiended when. as here. imponant qualiative considerations exist.” Clearly, F&W
doesn 1 believe its own stalement since the DEIS includes some very poor estimates &s (o the
monetary value of cattle loss. hunting impacts and project implementation costs
Furthennore. the DEIS discusses the impacts on recreation and discusses economuc benefits
In reahny. by saving that monetary cost-benefit analysis isn't appropriate in this decision. the
F&W 15 merely cxcusing the lousy job it has done in conductng such analysis

This is dlustrated by the fact that the DEIS actually suggests that the overal]
economics of this situation 15 will be a posiive  How the F&W comes 10 the conclusion that
or in some cases, loss of entire

recreational visits witl ¢ for cattle dep!

ranching operations, once agamn defies the confines of common sense. ’ The only way into the
Blue Range area is by foot. horseback, or helicopter. Theretore, having wolves in the area
will not Likely cause a significant increase in recreational visits. Furthermore, since the
recreational infraseructure necessary to capitalize on recreational wolf visits does not exist
nor could 1t be stified by wolf visitors alone. the Service's guess that wolf reintroduction
will have a positive econornic impact sumply cannot and will not happen

Anuther 1ssue of economics that ts quite oubling is that it is unclear whethe: the

Projevied unplementation costs include the expected losses in the value of elk and deer
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hunting It is patently clear however, that the multiphier effect of lost revenue in a local
cconomy has not been adequately considered. The proposed action has a projected price tag
of over $7.2 nuilion  tt seems that the true cost in terms of nipple effects n the iocal
economy will be «ignificantly higher. Moreover, whe really believes that any federal
bureaucracy can really keep costs anywhere near original projections. In short. this is a very

expensive experiment and it 1s immoral in a tune of d budgets and ing needs

1 waste such large amounts of money on such folly.

m

The county’s applauds the DEIS's recognition that wolf reintroduction combined with
other pressures on livestock producers may bave a fatal cumulative effect on individual
rarchers  However. this concern 15 unquestionably undervalued.  Although. wolf
reitroduction zlone will not kill the ranching industry. when combined with other pressures
it may have that zffect. It has been suggested that a compensation program funded by
private voluniary donations would be available for compensation. Unfortunately. sich a
program would not be effective. In the first instance. 1t can be very hard in the Blue
Recovery Area to even find downed cattle let zlone determine the cause of death  Secondly.
wolt depredatior as opposed (¢ depredation by other predators is extremely difficutt. if not
impussible, to Jisunguish  Furthermore, market value compensation at the price of the
carcass does not necessary compensate for the loss of capital investment and production
capahilities that established herds represent. Lastly. there would be no compensation for

maimed ammals which although not dead, are nevertheless non-productive.

»

Agency et al. Comments and Responses

2. The FEIS does not say there will be an
overall economic benefit; indeed, we do not
provide a cost benefit ratio. We do say that the
negative economic effects projected likely
would be offset by economic benefits, but

to an uncertain extent. The benefits are

more problematic to quantify than the costs.

3. The hunting-related losses are entirely
separate from the government’s Project
Implementation Costs, as set out, and
modified since the DEIS, in Appendix B of
the FEIS. Much of the latter might be spent
in ways that benefit local communities, e.g.,
living expenses paid into local economies by
wolf management field staff, hiring local
trapping assistants, local purchases, etc. We
have not considered multiplier effects for
either increases or losses of expenditures in the
region for the reasons stated in response to the
comment on indirect and multiplier effects in
the Public Comment Summary, under
Impacts on Regional Economies.

4. We actually state, in Chap. 4 - Impacts

on Regional Economies, and under Cumula-
tive Impacts, that ranch failures are conceiv-
able but not expected. There is no evidence
that cattle ranchers have been put out of
business by wolf recovery in the Northern
Rockies or Great Lakes regions. On the other
issues, see the responses given in the Public
Comment Summary sections on Impacts on
the Livestock Industry, and Compensation
for Livestock Depredation.
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Another issue regarding compensation is the fact that no government body appears to
have any intenuon of compensating for cattie osses  If even a single privately owned animal
is lost 10 wolf reintroduction. it can certamty be argued that such loss s the taking of private
property for public use without just compensation. Obviously this runs afou! of the takings
lause « the fifth amendment t the U.S Constwtion which requires zompensation rot only

for conscripted real property but applies 10 personal property as well

Throughout the DEIS. the concept of controlling the wolf population is discussed. In
hath alternatives A and B, F&W expects t be able w control where these woives will go or
4t least rewrn them {o the primany of secondary recovery areas in the evemt that one ¢r more
wolves <nould wander. Arizona. now has a law that disallows the use of wraditional trapping
methods on public lands This impediment to wolf dispersal contol bas not been adequately

addresseid 1n the DEIS

AN
Yet another concern which hasn't been adequately evaluated is the fact that some ot
these wolves will die.  Some will die at the hands of mother nature. and 1t is conceivable that
some wili die at the bands of human takings  There wali be legitumate hunters who mav take
some an'mals by accident and there will surely be some illegitimate human activities aimed at

mtentionally taking wolses  If wolves wander out of the primary recovery areas there will
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also be some wolves lost by the mere inieraction with the human environment. Such losses
1o wolves present a real threat to the legitimacy and efficacy of the reintroduction process
And unfortunately. the remate nature of the rewtroduction area may prevent officials from
ever conclusively determining who or what did the taking. Although the county doubts that
cattle losses will be vestigated with the same vigor as wolf losses. of greater concern is
whether releasing wolves o the wild with such a limited captive breeding stock is really
the wisest decision at this time Perhaps Alternative D, the no action akernative is at this
time. from a common sense point of view. the best alternative for the wolf in spite of the

selfish agendas of some overzealous groups

Vil
The last concern Greenlee County wishes to address is the DEIS's lack of regard for
local customs. culture and economies. If wolves are released into the Blue recovery area. it
will undoubtedly severely umpact the residents of the Blue Community. This a community of
approxaimately 75 persons which relies almost exclusively on grazing as its life blood. In just
the last three years. Biue has expenienced devastating impacts due to endangered species

grazing redicuons. timber and wildlife mismanagement. Flood

repair to restore basic health and safety service on the only access road into Blue has been
repeatedly slowed or stopped in favor of endangered fish. Over-burgeoning elk populations
now threaten 10 destroy Lhe pastures and tand improvements that the ranchers have developed
which directly benefit wildlife. Most recently the Forest Service has announced up to 84 %

reductton n cattle grazing permits on the Blue. The issues that threaten these hard working
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Agency et al. Comments and Responses

5. The Projected Wolf Population Growth
tables in Chap. 2 do include reasonable
mortality projections for wolves from both
legal and illegal causes.

6. We have visited the Blue area and do
mention it in Chap. 3 of the FEIS. Wolf
recovery is not projected to cause severe
impacts to Blue residents. Wolves are
projected to help reduce the large elk popula-
tion.



Agency et al. Comments and Responses
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people are coming 0 st and so frequently that they spend so much lume writing leners and
submitting comments that they get dehind on their jobs of raising cattle to earn a ving  In
other words. sumply fighting so mans adverse tederal regulatory decisions will evencually
drain ali of the resources of ume. talent. money and etfort trom these people such that they
wili eventually loose the battle for lack of ammuniton  Although by itselfl, wolf
reintroduction seems innocuous. when considering the cumulative effects of this decision.
wolf remntroduction places such a grossly untaw burden on these people, that to coatinue the

resntroduction effom js unconscionable

Conclusion

in the end. Greenlee County believes that the best alternative for ail parties :s
Alternatve [D 1t preserves precious Tesources, mitigates impacts on local customs. culture
and economics and in the end. provides the greatest protection for current captive wolf

popuiations It 1s the best aliernative for our pocket books, our people. and the woif.

Sincerely.
— N
Vo cf/
VA7 Z= A Nl
Derék D mmé | ~

esources Management Coordinator
Greenlee County Board of Supervisors

cc Greealee County Board of Supervisors
Members of Arizona’s U!' S Congressional Delegation
Gov Fife Symington
Arizona Senate Pres. John Greene
Arizona House of Representatives, Speaker of the House. Mark Killian
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Mr. David R. Parsons

Mexican Wolf Recovery Program
U S. Fish and Wildlife Service
P.O. Box 1306

Albuquerque, NM 87103-1306

Dear Mr. Parsons:

These comments are to prowvide input by Catron County on the Reintroduction of the
Mexican Wolf within its historic range in the southwestern United States - Draft

Envi 1 Impact (DEIS). The are dxvmled into two
categories: Legal/Procedural Considerations, and Technical Asp

iregal/Procedural Considerations
I National Environmental Policy Act

The DEIS 1s not in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),
nor with the regulations for implementing 11s procedural provisions promulgated by
the Council on Environment Quality (CEQ). Sigmificant departures from NEPA and
the CEQ-NEPA requlations are discussed below after first setting forth pertinent
parts of the law and regulations to place these comments in context.

NEPA is the basic national charter requinng federal protection of the environment
It established policies, sels goals, and provides the means for carrying out policies
and attairung goals. NEPA is extremely umportant to county governments and local
cofmunurnuties. As the unbrella environmental law, NEPA (42 USC§43331) declares:

...that it 15 the continuing policy of the Federal Governrent, in cooperaton
with State and local governments, ... to use all p ble means,

with other 1 derations of national policy, to improve and
coordinate Federal plans, functions, programs, and resources to the end that
the Nation may... assure for all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and
aesthetcally and culturally p asing, surroundings: and ... preserve

i
o
»
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important historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our national heritage, and

wherever possible, and envir which supports diversity and
vaniety of indinndual choice,
NEPA not only requires the federal gov: 1o ider the impacts of its

actions on the biological environment, but it also requires federal agencies to

preserve culture and hentage Significantly, Congress’ policy regarding NEPA

states that P will occur with “local governments,” and

thal the by sur and 1 of ¥ will be

preserved so as \o m'ppon diversity and variety of mdwldual choice. Cleax)y this

policy can only be camed outat the county level -- lhrough coun.ty government that
i and culture,

allp
and similar pleasing surroundings that requue protectmn
NEPA (42 USC §4332) further states:

...all agencies of the Federal government shall- ... include in every
recommendation or report on proposals for legislation and other major
Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the human environment,
a detailed statement....

In this case, the “detaled statement” referred to in NEPA is the environment impact
statement (EIS). When the U.S. Fish and Wildlite Service (FWS) personnel made the
decision ta prepare an EIS, they detentuned that the intended action to reintroduce
the M. Wolf (wolf) da “ma]or Federal action significanily affecting
the quality of the human environment.” We agree, the proposed wolf
reintroduction is a major federal action significantly affecting individuals, the
locality, and the heritage, customs, culture, and economy of Catron County.

Catron County has passed vanous ardinances to ensure that the county has and
opportunity to with federal agencies to protect is heritage, customs, culture,
and economy. The DEIS refers to these ordinances, but incorrectly interprets their
purpose as follows:

These ordinances seek 1o subject federal decisions regarding federal
Pproperty within these counties {Catron and Sierra] to a local approval
process (DEIS, p. 2-14).

The Catron County and Sierra County land use ordinances that call for equal
authority with federal overd g federal lands within
these counties could conflict with the Proposed Actions (DEIS, p. 4-13).
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Catron County’s ordinances go ot "seek to subject federal decisions ... to a local
approved process” and they do gl “call for equal authority with federal agencies
over decigion’’ as stated in the DEIS. They do require the federal agencies to
tnvolve and coordinate pertinent federal Jand plamung and pregram
implementation activities with Catorn County per NEPA, as quoted above, and in
accordance with the following CEQ-NEPA regulations (40 CFR §1506.2).

(b) Agencies shall cooperate with State and local agencies ta the fullest
extent possible to reduce duplication b NEPA and State and
local requirements, unless the agencies are specifically barred from
doing so by some other law. Except for cases covered by paragraph
(a) of this section such cooperation shall to the fullest extent possible
include:

(1)  Joint planning processes.

(2)  Joint emnronmental research and studies

(3)  Joint public hearings (expect where atherwise provided by
staare),

(4)  Joint environmenlal agsessments.

(c)  Agencies shall cooperate with State and local agencies to the fullest
extent possible to reduce dup on between NEPA and comparable
State and local requirzements, unless the agencies are specifically
barred from doing so by some other law. Except for cases covered by
paragraph (a) of this section such cooperation shall {o the fullest extent
possible include joint envir i impact In much cases
one or more Federal agencies and one or more State or local agencies
shall be )omnt lead agencies, Where Stale laws or local ordinances
nave environmental impaci statement requirements in addition to, but
notin conflict with, those in NEPA, Federal agencies shall cooperate in
tulfilling these requirements, as well as, those of Federal laws so that
one document will comply with all applicable laws.

into State or local
pr shalil discuss any inconsistency of a

proposed action with any approved State or local plan and laws

(whether or not federally sanctioned). Where an inconsistency exists, the

statement should describe the extent to which the agency would

reconcile its proposed action with the plan or law.

(d) To better integrate envir 1impact

Clearly, the iaw and regulations expressed. require federal agencies to include and
coordinate environmental planiung and program implementation actvittes with
caunty governments when the county has an appropriate mechanism (ordinance) in
place. This coordination involves more than the mere opportunity to provide inpui
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during the “public comment process.” Under the law and regulations, Catron

County 1s accorded more status than the general public Catron County 1s o be

involved as a government, not just as an interested public. Under the definition of

“coordinate,” the county is to be treated as an aqual -- government to government -
in the decision making process.

Catron County dees have “local recqui and p d " pertinent 1o
environmental planning and program implementation including a Catron County
Comprehensive Land Use and Policy Plan and an Environmental Planning and
Review Process. Further, this cou.nty has informed the Fish and Wildlife Service of

the of these ord! and req d the Fish and Wildlife
Service to include Catron County . These i assert our legal
right to be involved 1n federal making in Catron

County. Catron County recognizes the federal agency mvolved makes the final
decisions, bul the county insists on it's legitimate participation in the process
leading to the decision, per the law and regulations.

‘The CEQ-NEFA regulations (40 CFR §1502) clearly articulate specific requirements
to be met in the preparation of an EIS. Regarding the alternatives, section of an EIS,
§1802 14 states in pertinent part:

This section is the hearl of the envi 1 impact 1t should
present the environmental impacts of the proposal and the allernatives in
comparative form...In this section agencies shall:

(a) Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable
alternatives....

{b) Devate substantial freatment to each alternative considered in detail...

(c) Include appropriate mitigation measures not already included in the
proposed action or aiternative

Envir 1 co are di d in 40 CFR 1502.16 which states:

This section forms the scientific and analytic base for the comparisons under
§1502.14... The discussion will include the environmental impacts of the
alternatives.. [t shall inciude discussions of:

{a) Direct effects and their significant (§1508.8).

(b) Indirect effects and lheu significance (§1508 8)...

(5] Means to mi envir
ander §1502. 14(1)).

{if not fully covered

Significantly. the term “effects” is defined in §1508.8 as follows:

Agency et al. Comments and Responses

1. This is a legal interpretation issue.

Our basic interpretation, as stated in Chap. 4
- Impacts on Agency, Tribal and Local
Government Policies and Plans, is that, to

the extent inconsistencies or conflicts exist
between local ordinances and the federal ESA,
together with the Mexican Wolf Experimental
Population Rule (if it is adopted as a federal
regulation), the local ordinances would be
preempted. We have pointed out where we
saw areas of inconsistency or conflict, particu-
larly for those counties with ordinances that
attempt to ban wolf reintroduction outright.
We agree that the NEPA CEQ regulations
define federal requirements as fat as coopera-
tion in planning with local governments and
we have complied with those regulations.
While we have attempted to cooperace with
the counties, we have not agreed to submit to
county approval processes under their various
planning ordinances. We have stated to
Catron and other counties in several letters
that we believe we retain some discretion in
deciding what constitutes cooperation to the
“fullest extent possible,” given budget,
stamng, and time constraints. We have offered
to cooperate with counties in their own
environmental analyses on wolf recovery;
offered to make background information
available; attempted to conduct joint research
and studies; considered research and studies
provided to us by county officials and others;
had several meetings about preparation of the
DEIS with county officials and representa-
tives; held open house meetings in virtually all
of the counties affected; and held a joint
public comment meeting on the DEIS with
one county that requested to do so. Because of
the large area involved in the DEIS analysis (3
states, 3 tribes, 17 counties, and the jurisdic-
tions of numerous state and federal agencies),
it was not practically possible to involve all the
local governments as joint or co-lead agencies
or for the FWS to participate in many detailed
local planning processes (which require
numerous formal meetings) on top of the
NEPA requirements. We believe this FEIS
fully addresses local impacts to the extent the
transitory impacts of wolf recovery can be
identified to a particular county; we have
discussed potential impacts in Catron County
in several parts of Chap. 4. When we have
received information from the counties that
was appropriate to include in the FEIS, we
have included it. We have offered to assist in
local planning efforts and remain open to that
as well as to other avenues of cooperation.
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“Effects” include:

(a)  Direct effects, which are caused by the action and occur at the same
time and place,

(b Indirect effects, whlch are caused by the action and ixe later in time or
farther removed in d but are still ble
Indirect effects may include growth inducing eﬁecls and other effects
related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, population
density or gmwth rale, and related effects on air and water and other
natural

Y g ecosy

Effects and impacts as used 1 these regulations are synonymous. Effects
includes ecological (such as the effects on natural resources and on the
componcnu structures, and functioning of aff d ) theti

ic, social, or health, whether d.l:ect indirect, or

cumulative....
The term “cumulative impact” is defined in 40 CFR §1508.7:

“Cumulative impact” is the impact on the environment which results from the
incremental impact of the action when added to other pasi, present, and

T bly fe ble future acti gardless of what agency (Federal
or non-. F‘ederal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative
impacts can result from individually minor, but collectively significant actions
taking place over a period of ime.

The pertinent regulations cited above require detailed analyses of the listed factors
for each aliernative. The DEIS does not meet requlatory requirements in this regard
as evidenced by the following comments.

The Catron County Comprehensive Land Use and Policy Plan (pian) was developed
with full public input. The plan reveals that the overwhel reason many

struggle to Live here is because they appreciate the natural resources and beauty of ;;

the area. If Mexcan wolves occur in Catron County, because of reintroduction by
the Fish and Wildlife Service, the County wants to be involved in preservation
efforts 1n this county. However, in contrast to the DEIS, Catron County wants
planning and reintroduction efforts to be conducted in a manner that maintains free
enterprise and a market economy, and protects and preserves the county's
heritage, cusioms. culture, and economy. Unfortunately. Catron Courty had been
denied 1ts legal nght and full joint participatory opportunites under NEPA and the
CEQ-NEPA regulations
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The DEIS leaves no doubt that Catron County stands to be directly affected by
reintroduction of the wolf into the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Rrea (BRWRA). Asa
matter of record, Catron County has repeatedly requested, in writing, the Fish and
Wildlife Service to meet its obligations under the law by involving the county
appropnately, as described above. The Fish and Wildlife Service has steadfastly
refused our requests. Accordingly, Catron County must now demand the Figh and
Wildlife Service meet its legal mandate under NEPA and the CEQ-NEPA regulations
and jointly prepare a new DEIS with Catron Cov.mty if the Fish and Wildlife Service
p g the ion of wolf rei ion in an area that will affect this

county.

The p: DEIS is defici in luating many effects as they apply to Catron
County, lud but not ily limited 1o the following hst. Further, NEPA,
and the pertinent CEQ-NEPA regulations cited near the beginning of these
comments, require that direct, indi ., and effects (h referred
to as “effects” or “impacts’) on the heritage, economy, and the customs and culture
of the county be analyzed in detail for each alternative in the drafi EIS. All
appropriate mitigation measures should also be comndered for each alternative. At
a minimum, a new jointly d ped EIS will th

measures and analyze the effects of at least the following criteria, for each
alternative, that were not addressed in the DEIS:

1 The effects on the henilage, customs, culture, and the economy of Catron
County to include at least the effects on:

Tax revenues

Property values

Bonding capacities

Impacts on ock/ranching

Impacts on other businesses

Impacts on schools

Impacts on roads

Impacts on the counties ability to fund safety, pubhc works, and
emergency services infrastructure

Impacts on jobs and associated employment

Social and cultural impacts caused by the above effects.

Tatsange

2. The impacts to Catron County in number 1 above should be aralyzed under
the scenarios of various percentages of ranchers going out of business; 3

3. The lmpacls to Catron County in number 2 above should analyzed when
ed in on with other imp ;e effects to
mcludz at least:
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2. We have identified all of the effects of
the alternatives that are reasonably foreseeable
and required under NEPA. No clear informa-
tion has been provided to us that impacts———
direct, indirect, or cumulative-will occur
beyond those we have described in the FEIS.
The cumulative impacts discussion in the
FEIS is mote detailed than the DEIS. Gray
wolf recovery in recent years in other parts of
the country has not had significant negative
effects, beyond the type of effects we have
described, on “free enterprise and a market
economy,” on local “heritage, customs,
culture, and economy,” or on the other criteria
listed later in the comment.

3. We do not project that any ranchers will
go out of business because of Mexican wolf
te-introduction. Therefore, it would be
inappropriate to do the suggested analysis.
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Parsons
a. Impacts of ivestock predator losses onr other ranching enterprises-

both federal land users and those exclusively on deeded land;
b Cumulative impacts, on all items listed in number 1 above, of wolf
reintrod when ined with the imp of other major federal

actions associated with threatened, endangered, and sensitive species
g (mch as reduced timber huven, impacts on

prope’rty values, onb ialed with private lands
mcludmg recreation apportunities lost, and farming enterprises lost,
etc., of the imp d with the Mexican spotted owl,

northern goshawk, southwest willow fiycatcher, spikedace, loach
runnow, and introduced Rocky Mountain elk.);

Miugation measures have not been adequately developed in the DEIS per the
requirement of the CEQ-NEPA regulations. Although the DEIS offers various
mitigation measures such as catching and removing offending wolves under
specified circumstance. orient wolves to native prey merovo public

under di and devel 4 T (pps. 2-22
to 2-24), the document is consplcuously silent on the following aspect as required
by the regulahons (40 CFR. §1508.2:

“Mitigahion” included”

(e) compensation for the impact by replacing or provxdmg substitute
resources or environments.

A pnvate depredation compensation funds is descnibed in the DEIS that exists “to
cover the costs of livestock losses,” however, the Fish and Wildlife Service does not
guarantee the future existence of this mitigation fund (pps. 3-23 and 2-24).

Catron County requests specific means for the Fish and Wildlife Service to mitigate
the county's portion of the following impacts to the BRWRA that are presented in the
DIES. Further, Catron County intends 1o include these impacts and the means for ‘_’
the Fish and Wildlife Service to mihgate them in a jointly developed DEIS to protect
the county's heritage, customs, culture, and economy:

1 Confirmed Livestock predalor losses are esumated in the DEIS to be as high
as $21,600 per year.

a This does not include unconfirmed predator losses. What is the
estimated loss and value for unconfirmed perdition losses?

Page 8
October 18. 1995
Parsons

2 What 1s the estimated loss and value of ivestock that is maimed, but not
kilied per year? What is the estimated loss and value of associated
veterinanan and medicine costs? What is the value of lost time searching for
missing livestock and irying to protect livestock from wolf depredation?

3 Proj d lost benefits to h is up to $1,336,600 per year, plus reduced

hunter expenditures as high as $1,079,100 per year.

Predator control activities may be restricted.

s Commencing operations on a new timber sale, mine, or development on
“public land” could be delayed during wolf denning season.

FS

Again, at the risk of being redundant, but 1., the interest of ensuring that no question
remains as to Catron County’s concerns, how will the Fish and Wildlife mitigate the
impacts listed directly above, and those listec on page 5 and 6 of these commenis?

L. Nonessential Expennmental/Endangered Status

The DEIS has been prepared under the pretuse that the wolves wﬂl be
reintroduced under the status of a What will
happen i, for any reason, the status is ch. dto “end od" prior to rel of
any wolves? If this situation occurs, Catron County wants a new DELS, prepared
jointly with the county assessing the alternative, impacts, mitigation. etc., under the
preruse the reintroduction will be evaluated with the wolves to be released under
the endangered status. Further, what happ if the

status changes, for any reason. to endangered status after wolves hnve been
released? If this situation occurs, Catron County wants all released wolves and
their offspring removed from the wild by the Fish and Wildlife Service in a timely
manner.

m Cntical Habitat

Do any circumstances exist under which critical habitat could, or would, be 5
designated? If yes, please explain in specific detail what they are and what could,
or would, cause cnitical habitat to be implemented.

Technical Aspects
1 Considerable doubts has existed regarding the genetic purity of the wolves

to be released. Please provide the data from the DNA and/or other tests the
Fish and Wildlife Service is using to confirm the wolves have not hybridized

Agency et al. Comments and Responses

4. The Proposed Action includes the full
extent of mitigation measures that the FWS
believes appropriate and consistent with
achieving wolf recovery. The private compen-
sation fund has worked very well to mitigate
for wolf depredation in the Northern Rockies.
It is not clear that an additional federal fund
at this time would provide an additional
measure of mitigation, because it would be
subject to the uncertainty of the federal
appropriation process. The livestock losses in
the BRWRA would, of course, not all occur
in Catron County. We lack a reasonable way
to estimate unconfirmed predation losses (see
Box 4-3).

5. Under the ESA, critical habitat cannot
be designated for an experimental population,
16 USC sec. 1539(}(Z)(C)(ii). Critical
habitat has never been designated for wolves
and would make little sense for these wide-
ranging habitat generalists.
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Page 9
October 18, 1995
Parsons

in the past. Also, provide the name of lhe laboratory and 1ts credentials that
conducted the tests.

o It is recognzed the wolf-dog hybrids are often aggressive, vicious animals.
Many feral dogs occur in and around the primary/secondary recovery areas.
If the wolves hybndize with dogs and maim or kill one or more people, who
1s legally liable for damages? Catron County contends the Fish and Wildlife
1s liable for damages.

. Confirmation of ivestock depredation by wolves is time-consuming and
requires a special expertise. Catron County contends the Fish and Wildlife
should provide all funding for the APHIS/ADC program to hire a “walf
specialist” and pay all d exp for the sp list to handle the
ADC aspects of wolf reintroduction.

IV.  Predator cantrol of welves or wolf-dog hybrids is expensive. Who will pay
for necessary predator control efforts in Catron County? We believe the Fish
and Wildlife should provide such funds.

\2 The DEIS is nebul about the “recovery “ of the species in order
to downlist the wolf from endangered to threatened, or to delist it entirely.
Catron County contends it 1s imperative (o set a number, or a population
trend, to be achieved for downlisting or delisting before wolves are released
and after the public and jontly participating counties have had input. In
order to provide meamngful input, the target nurmber, population trend,
must be known. For example, the impacts of 200 wolves are different than
the impacts of 500 wolves. If wolves can be classified as game animals, or fur
bearers, after reaching 200 arumals in number the problems and impacts are
different than if the number must first reach 800 animals.

Hugh B. McKeen
Conunssion Chairman

De Baca County:

1. Thank you for your comment. Wolf
De Baca County Commissioners recovery is not proposed for De Baca County.
Sra dvense < P O Bor 547
5C5: 355-26C 1 Fax [30%) 385.2441
P SuMNES. NEw MERICE 88115

are waricing \
15le refea 2f the Mexican
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Tivestocrs, sheeq,
domes ‘< arimae s such 3s dcgs,

and fa-ming

s o the futu-e nur dc the
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SavrgZuition of
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- Frark McRee;  Cpmmission Chairmar

Sena, Cromtssion

Drake, Commissior Member
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Eddy County:

Eday Count
v Counly - STEVE MASSEY Ecdy County lm
Boad of Commussioners ey &) (5051 8879511
i
MIRA DA DART Y ' .
REC T ALVARLL ' LR ¥
v MOAEY Crarman . 1 I | ALY Fax (505 887103

Fast Otice Box 1139
CAPLSBAD NEW MEXICO 83221

_Fddy Coanty

Jetober 1, 199

LS. Fish & Wildhte
Dave Parsons

Menican Wolf EIS

PO Box 1306
Abuguerque. NUAM 87103

Dear N Parsons

The Eddy Counts Board ot Comnuissioners would like 1o take this opportunity to
snunent on the Draft Environmental Impac Statement on the re-intrdduction of
he Mexican Wol: he Commission recommends Alternative D-No Actiorvnatural
recolom -ation i1 the following reasons

The ¢us: 15 prohibitive and with the current situation of budget
deticir in our naton there are projects and tssues with higher prionity

2 Protection of private tivestock will be almost impossible 1o enforce
Proposed a:ternatives A and B prohibit the taking of animals thaz are
killing unti’ u certar number in populatior: has been achieved
Aliemative U provides full protection against “takings” under the ESA.
A rancher cannot sunvive for the projected nwo-three vears w will wake to
build up the packs - desired numbers  Histoncally wolves roam many
mules and Can kill great numbers ina short penoc of time

1t 15 also hard to prove that a kil was made by a wolt US Fish &
wWildlite emplovees do not have the time 10 venify everv kill in the field
d dunng :he hot sammer davs we have ; New Mexaco. the remains
ot animals killed do not last Jong enough 1o determine how they are

balled

1.  No road closures were anticipated in
or near Eddy County under the former
Proposed Action. However, now the back-
country road closure provision has been
removed entirely.

While there is a proposed depredation fund. compensation funds are
not guaranteed. There is no mention of animals that arc maimed or
injured and how their owners will be compensated

3 If anillegal kiliing of a wolf occurs. the Service has the aption of

clusing roads currently open to the public should this proposal be

adopted. This could be a conflict with other Federal road laws and NM

State road laws  State law defines all reads and highways. . dedicated to \
public use... declared to be public ghways. Long continued use of a road by

the public s sufficient ;o constitute it a public highway  (Atty General

op

4 Finallv there has not been an economic impact studv done ¢n the
surrounding areas 1o the pnposed sites. The studies done have been
inclusive to the proposed 1~ without considering the certainty of the
wolves escaping the recoveny nes. The Commission would like to
request that an extensive regi n-wide cumulative impact analvsis be
done on the social and econon.. unpacts

In sumprary. the proposed remtroducion of the Mexican wolf would be costly
protectinn of private property would be unpossible, conflict with exdsting road taws
and possible restrictions on the public to free access, and the economic impacts
would be Tou great o suppont the remtroduction of the wolf!

Phank vou for the apporturnuey to comment on this. Please address anv questons
vou mav have to our County Manager. Stephen Massev at (5051887-9511
Sincereit
EDDY COUNTY BOARD OF COMMICSSIONERS
P
# il .
“ Jav Moblev !

Chalrman

e DOL ke
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Ms Jennifer Fowler-Props:

U Fish and Wildl:fe Service
2105 Jsuna, N E.

Albuguerque, New Mexico 87115

RE nt  Count: comments conferning U.S. Fish and Wildlife
vice's proposed reintroduction of the Mexican wolf
Dwar M: . Fowler-Prohsc

formally advise the U.§. Fish and Wildlife
Departmert <of Interior of Grant Joualv s
> of the welf's reintroduction in our region.

5 part of the wolt's designated habitat is in the Gila National
Forest, an economically important area tc Grant County A
zeintroduction of the wolf in areas within Grant Countiy, suth as
the Gi.a Naticna. Forest. will iikely cause ecConomic rarm to 5Grant
Zount; &s farmers. ranchers, hunters and fishermen wi £ird tnewr
nom1c and recreational activities cthreatened Domestic
estock and wi.d game are particularly threatened tos
«pected that a reintroduced wolf population would i s1 ¥y take

a2nd game especially during peak popularion periods It
unsy Comrission that the porentiat for
livestock has been sericusly underestimatec.
“ommission uelieves that the areas chosen the
reintroduction of the wolf would ulzimately b2 unsuics for the
#3LE»3 recclonizatiorn a conclusior supported by the stadies aof
wildlife bilologists

ommissisn strongly oppoges Lhe pLannad
car wolf .n this reqion

rharefore, -he Grant Tnunt
reintroduction of the Me

Sincere iy,

rg

Thalirmern, Grant Ccunty Commission

COUNTY OF OTERO

1000 NEW YORK AVENUE, ROOM 101
ALAMOGORDO, NEW MEXICO 88310-8835

October 17 1998

Mr. David Parsons

Coordinator, Mexican Wolf Recovery
United States Fish and Wildlife Service
Mexican Wolf EIS

Post Office Box 1306

Albuquerque. New Mexico 87103-1306

Dear Mr. Parsons:
{nero County is speaking out strongly against the reintroduction of the Mexican Wolf

We understand White Sands Wolf Recovery Area in Otero County is federal managed land and that
the wolves would not be allowed to disperse off this recovery zone.

The Counts is in the position that it would be extremely hard to keep the wolf only in one area.
especially since this wolt migrates to timber and there is no timber on this land. We also know that
the wolt is listed as an endangered species under the Federal Endangered Species Act and under the
State Wildlife Conservation Act We bave strong concerns in this ares. Endangered species have
stopped economic growth in the Western States for the past 10 vears. never taking into account the
impact it had on human life or economic impact. Evervihing from insects to Grizzly Bears have
deswroved the guality of life in not only small, but largely populated areas. Otero County has no fasth
:n the Federal Government svstem that this wolf s reintroduction will not deswoy more of cur
<conomy and quality of life

ase after case. and horror story after horror story. has proven that the Endangered Species Act does
ot work

LUIS 5. CARDOZA
COUNTY MANAGER
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Grant County:

1.  We believe our impact estimates are
reasonable and well-supported. We are
unaware of any studies made by wildlife
biologists stating that the Gila Nat’] Forest is
not suitable for wolf recovery.

Otero County:



Mro David Parsons
October 10, 1995
Page ot 3

Congressmen W' I Tauzin of Louisiana and Richard W. Pombo of California are heading up a fight
against the Endangered Species Act because it has devastated their state. When a fly can stop people
from using ther pmate land in California or anywhere else. it has gone too far

We remember the fires in Califormia where the landowners were not allowed to cut a firebreak on
ms own private .and because of a kangaroo rat habitat  In the end. his house burned dewn along with
the rat's habitat People have been the one’s to lose their rights here

We know that history shows that the wolf wil! soen be a tool for the exreme preservationists'.
COtere- County alreads has the Mexican Spotted Owl whach has put 45.000 people’s homes in Lincoln
and Orero Countes tn danger of a catastrophic fire and when we tried to be exempt from this, even
wth verwhelming evidence. we were rejected without a just cause.

Remntreduction -t these welves has raised concerns about the potential threats to humans. livestock.
nearb residents. and any other environment in which the wolf comes into contact with A week
ago. s child m the Los Alamos area was taken ol of his <wn backyard by a covote. 1ust think what
wouid happen it this were a larger. hungrier wolt

The wild horses on the White Sands Missile Range are dy ing due to the lack of water in the area. and
Or:xes have become overcrowded that they are invading Holloman Air Force Base and actually
stoppung planes on the runway. The addition of the wolves would only compound these serious
preblems and further deplete this are2 ot one ot our maost precious cormmodities, water

I'he i ish and Wildlise service has z fund set up to make payments to owners of livestock that had
been killed or maimed by wolves to compensate for the market value of the livestock Thisisa

tederally appropriated trust fund. but how do you compensate a parent for the loss of a child”

As you can see. other people in the C ounty have signed a petition sent 1o you by the Utero Counry
Commission opposing the reintruduction of the Wolf.

Mr. David Parsors
October 10,1993
Page 3ot 3

Otero County is strongly opposed fo the reintroduction of these wolves, and we will fight
against its reintroduction.

Thank vou for your consideration to this matter

Sincerely

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OTERATOUNTY. NEW MEXICO
/

;S

. ,%/G/L_'W::i, —
Ronny Rarfin, Vice Chairman

Timaothy D Mc um.}\)[;;xl’;er7

Enclosures: (3)

wolf1i 10:95
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1. According to newspaper accounts the
coyote incident referred to near Los Alamos
involved a boy who was bitten, not taken out
of his backyard, after the family had been
unwisely feeding the coyote.

2. Wolves could contribute to reducing the
horse and oryx populations. Wolves will not
have any significant impact on the water.

3.  The compensation fund is private,

not federal. A human mortality would be
unprecedented and is extremely unlikely
to happen.
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County of Sierra

vine

¢ oBox 1338
tlb.aergie New Mexito §703

Re: Drafr EIS, Mex.can wolf Introductior

Sierra Ccunty Public Hearing September 14, 1953

(Region 17 ES-SE}

Sear Madar:

he o _perra lo ¢ COmmission has been electec "tc provide for the safety, preserve
thie faalth. promcte the prosperity and improve the morals, order, comfort and
Tonvenience o ... "theiT citizern {4-37-1 NMsh 137E}. T+ 15 aiso resporsible to

me.rrair the eronomic stability and che custors and culture of the commun:ity

c€ S.erra Uounty JommiSsion has adopred Ordinance $2-01z,
"Sierra Cournty Environmen:al Flanning and Review Process®, “Inrerim
an*, ordirance §1 30L, Septemder .991, and Ordinance $é-001,

To rrevent the Irtroducticn of Fredatocry Species into

ordinances reguive thar al! natural resource decision participarion by
affecting the .ocal community, shal: be guided by :he principles of
vate prcperty rights, preserving custom and cuiture ard the
traditional econom:ic Structures in Grder to propagate a free-marker

The N4r.pral “nvirormestal Poilcy Act INEPAI and the Courcil or Envirommental
Qual.t, (CEQ) regularions Tequire all State and Federal Agencies no com
5 and 1o coordinate with the Sierra County CommiSs:on on
ive tc the planning 3nd mranagemen: of lands w::h the bcundaries
s- A rzpoit on all proposed actions must be provided to the
Comm.ssion review and coordiparion pricr ro fedsral or state
:cTion.

sper.es propcsals rust consider and adhere to tRe Corst:is
tivas of mrerica, the CEL. NEPA, the Tonstitutiorn and State Laws of

Zownty Ord.inances %1 801, 32-0.i, 54 001 ané a.i other
rarces, laws and regilations

Hew Mexic

Tia Cour

Based .por. the apove assertions, the elected members of the Board of Commissioners
of Si1erra {ounty reg:ister the following objections o the proposed .ntroductions
1510 S:erra County

Sierra ounvy asserts that sclertific and economic data presenced in the DEIS is
scher :nadequate. 1ncompiete and/cr inconsistent w.tlin Several elements of the
DEIS ars certairly in conflict with other exist.ng econom:ic data.

erra Tounty further asserts that tne economic impact to Sierra County, its
T:l12:ng e:fect upot the County's Lax base and the negat:ive resu.ts

sficial Woll introduc.ion into Sierra County woulid have on its recreational.
tintirg trapping industries and 1ts d18astrous effect upon the l:vestock industry
an3 correspording ag:ibusiness in Sierra County have not been properly
represerced Or appropristely estatlished

NTPA heguiations ani federal case law would reguite ¢ site-spec:fic BIS for
Sierr, ounty to determine the economic, social and cultural effect of artif.cial
introguTtion of the Mexi:ar Wclt into Sierra County-

Based upor 2.l preceding assertions, Sierra County would require reexamination of
scientific and economiz dsta contained 17 the DEIS and NEPA required site-specific

215 for S.erra County peiore the Sierra County Tomrission would corsider
cereurrence witk ex:isting incroduct.on preposals

s:r?re.y‘

/ ﬁl
h.tehead

“hairrarn, sierra County Commission

“c. secrersty, Department of the Intericr

i Fish and Wilal:.fe Service, Washington, C.C
serator Pete Domenjci

seravor Jeff Bingarar

Congressmar Joe Skeen

New Mex1cosArizora Toalition of Counties
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Sierra County:

See previous response to similar com-
ments by Catron County.



Coalition Of Arizona/ “&1/
New Mexico Counties (-3
For Stable Economic L ]
Growth “i‘

Werkig imther s recansie " Ocrober 23 1995
o

U.S Rsh and Wildlite Service

Mexican wolf £i§

°.C Box 1306

Alougueraue. New Mexico 87103-1306

Dear Sits,

These —omments are being submitted oy Apache, Cochise, Giia, Graham, Greenlee, La
2az. Mohave. Navajo anc Yavapai counties in Anzona and Catron, Chaves, Eddy, Haiding,
~idaigo. Grant, Lincoin, Luna, Otero, Sierra, Soconro, Torrance and Union counties in New Mexi-
¢, along with reprasentation fram the fimber. livestock, mining, smatlt business, sportsman and
auttitter industries as members of the Coalition of Arizonay New Mexice Counties (Coatition)
Our representation currently exceeds 845,000 in combined county populations

introduction

Chaptat 5 makes the statemen® that “opposition or sttong concern” was expressed by our
2rganizaton and some of cur member counhes  As stated N our earfiest meetings a1d cornre-
spondence, we neither oppose nor support the introduction of Mexican woives. The objec-
tive of an environmental document is to disclose to decision makers and the pubtic what the
environmental consequences can be expected from major federal actions. Just as the
responsible official must wait for the production of the Final Environmental impact Statement.
iead the document. determine its adequacy and make a decision to procede ot not pio-
cede with the proposed action, we must do the same

As communicated to you in the beginning of the EIS process, we are committed ta assisting
you in gathernng and processing the necessary information to accompiish the abave stated
objective for this Nationet £ nvilonmental Policy (NEPA) document

History has produced many examples of peopie blindly ca‘rying out agendas that have
devastated entite nations because they believed in what they were doing. got poid enough
or were “simply tollowing orders.” Tne U.S Fisn and Wildlife Service (FWS) has taken a senes of
actions ir the last ten years which are cumuiatively destroving our rural counties” abilities 1o
meet our fiscal responsibiiities. Even when the FWS has the opportunity to disclose this intorma-
rior cutside the corfines of the ESA. you have falled to do it

Wwe realize that the Endangered Species Act precludes consideration ot economic
impacts if it hinders the protection and recovery of threatened ot endangered species How-
ever, the Draft Envirenmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Mexican wolf reintioduction is
governed by the NEPA and therefore the analysis must include an analysis of the social ond
economic impacts. In an extension of that. the analysis must INClude the cumulative mpacts
aswell. "nhe DEIS fails on both requitements.

1 of 4 pages

P.O. Box 125 + Gienwood, New Mexico 88039 « (505) 539-2709 « Fax (505) 539-2708

Comlition Of Counties

Speclic comments

The geographic areas, ftom which the data the FWS 1§ using to derive the impacts on
domestic and wild ungulates. bear littte companson to the southwest conditions Therefore
the estimates of the wolf take of these prey is flawed Also, the modekng does not take INto
account the tact that wild ungulates will be able to fiee the boundaiies of the pfimary and
secondary zones and leave the domestic livestock secured and vuinerabie inside ot the pas-
ture fences

The stated abjective to minimize adverse iMpacts on the Income potential and current life-
styles, should also contain the words "avold/or” preceding the word “minimize ~
. NEPA and Judge Muecke’s recent fuling on protection for the Mexican spotted owl
require that an extensive region-wide cumulative impact analysis be done on the human envi-
ronment which inciudes the social and economic impacts
+ The object of an Envionmental impact Statement (EIS) 5 to provide sufficient information
upon which to make an informed decision The DEIS has a lot of information, but most of it 1s
speculation and exaggerated positive benefits

The information on prey base is only confinéd to the PIMArTY and secondary z0nes. We
request a short term and long tern cumulative impact analysis for the entire 8xpefimental
popuiation areqa.

Leg hoid traps have been banned N Arizona  Anirmal Damage Contol (ADC) will have a
morfe than difficutt ime aftempting to capture pioblem wolves The DEIS does not address this
1s5u€

The presence of protected wolves will stop much of the efforts by ADC to control other
predators because of the potential risk of harming the wolves  The DEIS makes this clear but
fgiis to indicate fo what extent this will impact the ability of livestock owners to protect theic
animals

While there s proposeo a depledation compensation fung, there 1s N0 mention of dam-
aged or marmed animais. The DE'S should pomnt out the difficulty in identitying kills or even
focating the evidence of a kil The DEIS should hove aiso contained the actual poyments
mode 1” Montana and Minnesota and the fact that thete have been numerous compiaints
abou? getting pakd and being paid timely It should be panted out that the Minnesota fund
has twice run out of funds before further appropriations could be moade from the state iegiska
ture

It 18 not unreasonabie 1o ask when the non-essential experimental designation wii ena and
what will the status of the wolf be at that point

The DE S does not inciude the certainty of cltzen suits alfering the recovery pkan and infio-
duction st heme  Given the FWS's prochvity to setting these Citizen suifs through generous
agreernet ts, their cumulative impacts should be included in the analysis.

There 1! o toto! orrussion of discussions of stote, local of tribal government pians, policies of
taws In conjunction with that omission, 1s an omission of any discussion of any consistencies or
inconsistencies with those plans. policies of lows of what the Fws will do to alleviate those
inconsistencies

Both sies proposed for reiease are outside of fhe known historic range of the Mexican
wolf We inderstand that the preferred sites were located 1”7 close proximity 10 high popula
sicn ond rcreational densities It there if such on economic benetit to be dewed from view-
Ing these 2nimats, why not put them closer to those who have such a great desire to see and
hear the” ?

This decision s a significant regulatory action subject 1o the review of the Office of Management
and Budget pursuant to Executive Order 12866 Additionally, this decision has a significant impact
on a substantial number of small entiies which makes it subject to the Regulatory Flexibility Act
{RFA) (5 US.C B05 et seq)

2 of 4 pages
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We can't locate any reference in the DEIS to a regulatory impact analysis having been com-
pleted pursuant to Executive Order (EQ) 12866 or the Regulatory Flexibility Act. We hereby request
that you include this information in the EIS and forward a copy of the information set forth in £EO
12866 in subsections (a)(3)(B) & (C) and pursuant to §6ra) (SYE)(ii)& (iii} of the same EO, an iden-
sfication for the public, those changes (n the regulatory action that were made at the suggestion or
recommendation of OIRA
- We have attached and thereby incorporate the comments of Dennis Parker Biologist

Conclusion

Du entle effort ‘or several years, nas been fo provide you data and information about
s porerta for direct. indirec* and cumulative impacts on our econarmic, secial. cultural,
ot ssical and biolcaical environments  Because we hive here, we will suffer the losses or enioy
“re penetls flom o your propased action. For this same reascn. oufr counties have a special

sehse © the above environments and snculd nave been gecorded, at G Minmum, coop-
Gercy 1!
nGve ponted out sorrme Mpacts Tnat differ in opinior witn us on. Differ.ng
1 sub.ettng theores aos "es” resus ' mulkple trials for signs of repeated out-
‘szience Tre “avsra Erviormenta Policy Act (NEPA) and its imple-
TIodeTmORG TIgn TLo Ty SIDImoton o d science be erpioyed in fne crea-

ned WOl TG W T Dol Merttet counhies with the prejudice that all our
somerow tc e Attue ~nfc analysis carnot exist where certain
&y CATAUSE *hey nave differng opinicns
136 T ey elevate the stardaras for infor

T prrcipes Yoo have arpetrarily dis
1 your desited outcorre. It centamly
o environmental decument that the
<oy aestaying *he rura economies and cul-

crreenen Gragn e 2 wa t < oaucten to gather information and draft
LT ther £y guareTteed ra trey wouid only select that data and
e tre adve'ss Tpacts and exaggerated the benefts
© arayns a5 40smea 'rorm *ne sic and has now produced a fiawed
reg taw, 're sucument mosnet produced The necessary informaton
= 37 nforrees decson o0 can ne DEIS claim to pe disclosing the
ences of '~& 5roposed ccmo” tC the public. Based on this. the only
CQIMION 227 1D 15 the NO AZHOr:

= . 1995 meetng of the Beard of Directcrs, it was decided to submit the
EInanve “Or CONSIgenancr
5 'me exish g aemative A e affected counties would implement the infroduchon
“hoacuid mear Mgt tne courtes in cooperaton and coordingtion with the FWS,

1 Fecewve the appropriate admnisirative, entorcerment and implementation funding
<ary out the Crovisions is*ed beiow,

21 Be responsibte ‘or conducting the monitonng;

3 Be tre authouzing and dispersal agent for mitigation payments for domestic hve-
stock depredaticn,

41 ge responsible for capturing and returning wolves to the release areas.
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5) Be responsible for determining if wolves killed, injured or harassed by citizens protect-
ing their property constituted a justifiable action;

4} By ordinance prescrnbe the cwil fines and ctiminal punishment. pursuant to their
State ows, for the kiling, jurng or horassing of wolves that is alleged 10 be outside of
‘he guidelines established in the experimental population rule. Any civit and/or criminai
orosecution would only be conducted within the jurisdiction of the county Magistrate
Zourt In which the alleged illegal killing, injury or harassment of released wWolves
secuned; and

7) Based on the monitoring of the iMPActs on the hunting and outfitter/ guiding indus-
‘nes, domestic livestock, the predator and prey base 1” the release Gréa and the effic-
acy of the domestic livestock depredation reimbursement PrOQram, hove the authority
10 termingate the release program. captuie any wolves left in the wild and ‘e’urn them to
their breeding facilities

The implementation of this altermnative would be predicated on’

1) Pursuant to the Endangered Species Act. determination, through Independent anal-
vsis, the genetic viability of the caplive-bred stock.

2) Pursuant to the Endangered Speni®s Ac,. an independent detemmination of the
potential tor adverse impacts the relecse of captive-bred stock may create on the wild
oopulation; and

3) No public access to cny area wouid »e terminated uniess absolutely necessary 1o
affect repopuiation and only through the authorization of the County government pur-
suant to the laws of the,, respective states, provided that na action will be fake” pnor to
oubiic heanngs o the proposed closure

Sincerely,

Arthur N.°

Attached Reintroduction of the Mexican Wolf” instryment Of Recovery o Instrument of
Demise? By Dennis Porker. Biologist, Applied Ecosystem Management Inc

xc Governors Fite Symington and Gory Johnson, the Arizona and New Mexico Congressional
De egations, the Sicte House and senate Leadership of Arizona and New Mexico and the Ari-
zora and Yew Mexico Game Commissions
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1. Up to the end of this paragraph, the text
of the comment is the same as the comment
submitted by Cochise County. See above letter
and FWS responses.

2. The FWS is willing to cooperate with
counties on implementation of reintroduction
and is exploring ways to enhance citizen
involvement in wolf management. The FWS
has no authority to delegate some of these
responsibilities as suggested.
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Nomgzme & Endangered Wildlife Program Ma:
Arizcna Game aud Fish Departmeut

2221 W. Greenway Road

Phoezix, Arizona 85023-4312

Zo Weow it May Comcers,

£n beralf of mvself and the Eagar Town Council. T would like t3
vcite cur opinien an the feasibilicy of reintroducing the Mexican wolf
inzo areas of Arizcanas and most especially the Blue River Primitive
Rangs. As you ave aware, the easters porticn of this state fncludes
izrge areas of livestovck grazing areas and mountainou: recreal
ireas. Almost withcut excepticn, these people living in the Biue
area are cattls ranchers who already deal wirh numercis obstacles,
o~ of which are new regulatioms, grazing losses, fencing expenses
rredater loss., [t seems senseless tc reintroduce a predator which
fnas rc natural enemiesn to contirol pepuiation growth arnd one which seeac

o

ts hive ac ¥nown positive gualities.

as a Town Council, we are concerned with the economics of cur area.
is peginming to flourish ard we see large mumbers of visitoTs whs
: enjov the outdoors. Ma
wouid be at risk to cacp or hike in an area where wolves were

apd would ge clsewhers for their recreaticn thereby causing Eagar
tourzst doll,

The feslings of many ars that w- .vee did mot fit here 100 years ago

ard would mot £it now. We also are cf the opinion and hope that you of the
Ariz:na Game and Fish Department will decide that it is importent to resist
the iressure of envircnmertalists to reintroduce the Mexican wolf into cur

zourains because cf the many, many problems that would cecur.

Sincerely,

Ty £
’jif'éi171Q\

Art Eagar /
Mayor

TOWN OF EAGAR

© .3 Box 1300 « Eaga’, Arizona 85325 + (602; 3374123 » 174 South Man bireet

SiVER AVERLE  GRANTS NEW VEXICO 87020 PHom
——

dctobe- 70, 13465

U.
Wo
3

S. tish & Wildlife Service

1f Recovery Progran

Bos 1306

Altugquergue, NM 87:031-1306

RE: REINTRODUCTION OF MEXICAN WOLF

Tre Board of Supervisors of the Lava Soil and Water

Conser ation District would lLike to SPEAK AGAINST THE
MEXICAN WOLF'S REINTRODUCTION on the following hasis:

be 1s going to guarantee that the Mexican Wolf
ay within the @hite Sands *“issile Range houndary?

Prokar.y no one, wolves know no toundaries ~-- they will roam

to

wil

fini food wherever it suits them.

‘ Have these wolves been cornditioned to hunt and eat
dlife rather thar domestic livestocy® Here azain, wolves

are exvellent predators, the spring calves loo% very tasty.

of

. #How and when will stockmen he compensates for loss
livestock™ Wil: the wolf enthusiasts pay uUgp” Livestock

losses could be very costly for who®

L1070

+, whers the woi<

L2*'s support the Mexican Wolf€ -- in the Albuguergue
¢ enthusiasts c:in visit him all the time.

Sipcer:ly, ~ ) ’Z‘: - &l ,/ é;f% 7
Y [0 gl = NN et

Supervisors ©f the Lava Soil and Water Conservatiaon District

Alex Genzales, Thairman; Jessie Fitzgerald, member; b Robert Garcia, member;
Wes Wergert, member; Cynthia Spidle, administrative assistant.

DEVI_GPMEST  3ELE COVEANMENT

¢ pecpi¢ feel tnat tnev and their children

Lava Soil and Water Conservation District
V ]
B

5-79

Agency et al. Comments and Responses

Eagar:

1. Experience from other wolf recovery
areas, such as Yellowstone National Park, has
indicated positive, rather than negative,
impacts on recreation and tourism.

Lava Soil and Water Conservation
District:

1. Thank you for your comment.
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Introduction

The draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) on
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's (FWS) proposal
to reintroduce the Mexican wolf was released for
public review on June 27, 1995. The public comment
period ended more than four months later, on Octo-
ber 3 1. Public review was extensive, with participation
by almost 18,000 people or organizations, in a variety
of ways (see Table 5- 1). Fourteen public open house
meetings were held throughout the potentialy
affected areas; tota registered attendance was 1,186.
Three formal public hearings were held in Austin,
Texas, Phoenix, Arizona; and Socorro, New Mexico;
total registered attendance was 95 1. Each written and
transcribed oral comment has been reviewed and
considered in the preparation of the Fina EIS (FEIS).
All public comments are on file and available for
inspection at the FWS Regiona Office in Albuquer-
que, New Mexico.

Publication and
Response to Comments

Due to space and cost considerations, not all of the
thousands of comments received on the Mexican wolf
DEIS can be re-printed and responded to individualy
in the FEIS (see Council on Environmental Quality
regulations regarding keeping EISs to reasonable size,
40 CFR 15004, and responding to comments, 40
CFR 1503.4). Those comments, and FWS responses,
that are re-printed separately in Chap. 5 of the FEIS
are the comments of federd, state, local, and tribal
agencies, members of the United States Congress, and
state legidators. Those re-printed comments and their
responses are not summarized in this document.

This document summarizes the comments re-
ceived from the genera public, corporations, and non-
governmental organizations (see list below). All of
these comments were carefully screened for major
topics. These magjor topics are summarized, catego-
rized, and responded to here.

The first section below, “Comments on Alterna-
tives,” includes topics specific to Alternatives A, B, C,
or D, and comments that propose new alternatives.
Comments on topics that go beyond the aternatives
are treated separately under “Comments on Issues.”
Some representative quotes from comment letters are
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aso provided. Where this is done the quote is fol-
lowed by a number in parentheses indicating the FWS
filing number for the comment.

Non-governmental organization comments were
received from: Arizona Wool Producers Association,
Albuguerque Wildlife Federation, American Society of
Mammalogists, American Zoo and Aquarium Associa-
tion, Blue River Cowbelles, Davis Mountains Trans-
Pecos Heritage Association, Defenders of Wildlife,
Gila National Forest Permittee Association, Interna-
tional Union for the Conservation of Nature-Wolf
Specialist Group, Mesilla Valley Audubon Society,
National Audubon Society, National Parks and
Conservation Association, National Wildlife Federa-
tion, New Mexico Cattle Growers' Association, New
Mexico Council of Outfitters and Guides with Gila
Permittees Association, New Mexico Wildlife Legida
tive Council, New Mexico Wool Growers, Preserve
Arizona's Wolves, Sangre de Cristo Audubon Society,
Sierra Club-Albuquerque Group, Sierra Club-Grand
Canyon Chapter, Sierra Club-Lone Star Chapter,
Sierra Club-Rincon Group, Sierra Club-Southern
New Mexico Group, Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund,
Southwest Consolidated Sportsmen, Texas and
Southwestern Cattle Raisers Association, Tucson Rod
and Gun Club, The Wildlands Project, and The
Wildlife Society.

Comments on the Alternatives
in the DEIS

DEIS Alternative A: Based on specific decision
criteria, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service pro-
poses to reintroduce Mexican wolves, classified as
nonessential experimental, into the White Sands
Wolf Recovery Area or the Blue Range Wolf
Recovery Area, followed by a second reintroduc-
tion into the other area if necessary and feasible.
Wolves will be released into primary recovery
zones and allowed to disperse into secondary
recovery zones.

Comments Favoring Alternative A

Comment: This provides: important management
flexibility, a lot of territory for the wolves to expand,
and the greatest chance of surviva for the wolves and

achieves the best over all balance of conflicting issues.

Response: We agree.
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Table 5- 1. How people commented.

Form Number of Commenters

Mailed, Faxed, E-mailed and Hand Delivered Comments

Individual Letter, Post Card, 2,127
Form Letter or Form Post Card 1,485
Petition Signatures 12,598

Total 16.210

Open House Written Comments

Alpine, AZ 37
Clifton, AZ 5
Douglas, AZ 21
Phoenix, AZ 47
Pinetop, AZ 5
Safford, AZ 3
Tucson, AZ 73
Alamogordo, NM 73
Albuquerque, NM 30
Las Cruces, NM 27
Reserve, NM 12
Silver City, NM 9
Truth or Consequences

Total 595
Public Hearings

Oral Comments Written
(transcribed) Comments

Austin, TX 79 35
Phoenix, AZ 79 26
Socorro, NM 105 745
Sub-totals 263 806
Total 1,069

Grand Total: 17,874
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Comment: “So far this type of plan has worked well
in both Yellowstone and the Great Smoky Moun-
tains.” (592)

Response: The Yelowstone (and Central Idaho) wild
gray wolf reintroductions have succeeded to date and
the reintroduction plans have proved workable. The
same is true of the red wolf reintroduction project in
North Carolina and Tennessee. The Mexican wolf
program is patterned after these previous FWS efforts
and has the benefit of learning from these efforts.

Comment: This aternative allows a reasonable
population density of wolves “while a the same time
confining the wolves enough to minimize their
contact wirh humans and livestock.” (697)

Response: We agree.

Comment: “The Blue Range and Gila National
Forest combined represent the best and largest intact
ecosystem left that is capable of housing and nurturing
the Mexican grey wolves.” (712)

Response: We generally agree with this comment in
regard to rhe U.S. portion of the Mexican wolf’s
range. Additional suitable areas may exist within the
subspecies entire historic range, but these have yet to
be fully analyzed.

Criticisms of Alternative A
Comment: It is too expensive.

Response: We acknowledge that over seven million
dollars is a lot of money, but we believe that the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) alows incurring
substantial costs to restore a subspecies like the
Mexican wolf that appears to be virtually extinct in
the wild.

Comment: It takes too long.

Response: We believe the deliberate approach of
Alternative A is the most reasonable way to achieve
successful wolf recovery in the long run.

Comment: The wolf recovery area boundaries are
objectionable and the areas are too small; the plan to
return dispersing wolves means that they will only be
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allowed to reinhabit a small fraction of historic wolf
habitat in the Southwest within the experimental
population area.

Response: The boundaries represent the areas most
likely to successfully support wolf recovery, consisting
predominately of public land that has rated high for
wolf recovery attributes. This would be the first phase
of Mexican wolf recovery; additional recovery areas
would be needed in the future to achieve the goa of
removing the Mexican wolf from the endangered
species list. Such additional areas could be within the
designated experimental population area or, possibly,
outside this area, including in Mexico if inter-govern-
mental cooperation is achieved. No decisions have
been made yet as far as future areas.

Comment: The primary release areas should be more
central to the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Ares, i.e,
more towards the Gila National Forest, to alow for
dispersal in al directions, i.e., the secondary zone
should surround the primary zone.

Response: The proposed release areas were selected
from recommendations provided by the Arizona
Game and Fish Department (AGFD) and the New
Mexico Department of Game and Fish (NMDGF).
Delineation of the BRWRA (including the Gila
National Forest in New Mexico) represents an expan-
sion by the FWS of a recommendation by the AGFD
for consideration of the Blue Range area in eastern
Arizona as a potential wolf reintroduction area. The
NMGFD did not recommend a release area in the
Gila National Forest. In order to provide a recovery
zone buffer around actual release sites, the FWS has
changed the proposed action. Under the Preferred
Alternative, wolf releases would be conducted in the
eastern part of the BRWRA primary recovery zone.

Comment: The wolf should stay on the “endan-
gered” list; there is potential confusion if experimental
non-essential is used and wild wolves recolonize the
same areas; further, the plan to relocate any wild
wolves from Mexico that disperse into the experimen-
tal population area (outside the recovery areas) defeats
the ESA goa of protecting such wild endangered
animals.

Response: Substantial evidence is lacking that a wild
Mexican wolf population exists or will exist in the



future in the United States. The likelihood of natural
recolonization of a breeding population appears so
low in the proposed wolf recovery areas that reintro-
duction of experimental non-essential animals is
justified. If recolonization were to occur, those wolves,
ifcaptured, could contribute important genetic
diversity to the captive population and could conceiv-
ably be released within the designated recovery aress.
It would be confusing and impractical to have two
different protection classifications for wolves within
the vicinity of the recovery areas, people cannot be
expected to determine classification of an animal
before taking management action.

Comment: If wild Mexican wolves were to naturaly
recolonize in areas where the FWS proposes to
reintroduce captive-raised animals, this should not be
grounds for postponing the reintroduction; instead it
should be considered a plus that would increase the
chances ofsuccess of the reintroduction.

Response: Ifa wild “population” (i.e. at least two
pairs that breed successfully for two years, see defini-
tion in Appendix G - Glossary) was detected in the
recovery areas prior to the reintroductions, then the
reintroduction of “experimental nonessential” wolves
would potentially violate the ESA. Such a population
may recover more successfully than captive-raised
wolves. The FWS does not anticipate this outcome.

Comment: The low numbers of the Mexican wolf
mean that it is essential; experimental nonessentia is
the wrong classification.

Response: See response below under Additional
Alternative Suggestions.

Comment: The possibility of using only one area

means that this project will not necessarily establish
even a minimally viable population; more than one
area and greater numbers are critical under conserva-
tion biology principles, to recover the wolf.

Response: Preliminary population viability assess-
ments, using the simulation model VORTEX, predict
that a population of 100 Mexican wolves in the
BRWRA would have a high probability of surviving
for 100 years. Modern principles of conservation
biology suggest that multiple populations of the same
species provide greater survival assurance than single
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populations. The original Mexican Wolf Recovery
Team recognized that the re-establishment of one
population of 100 wolves in the wild would not be
sufficient to remove the subspecies from ESA protec-
tion. The current Mexican Wolf Recovery Team is
revising the population objectives for achieving
recovery through the application of conservation
biology principles. This EIS covers only the initid
reintroduction of Mexican wolves to the wild; future
reintroductions are neither assured nor foreclosed.
However, any future reintroductions would require
separate analysis under the Nationa Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA).

Comment: The listed criteria for deciding which
recovery area to use and in what order “appear to leave
a lot of loopholes available for not reintroducing the
wolf. Is reintroduction of wolves a FWS commitment
or not?’ (1,82 1)

Response: We have clarified our proposal in the
Preferred Alternative of the FEIS. The initia reintro-
duction would be conducted on the BRWRA. A
subsequent reintroduction on the WSWRA would
occur only if necessary to the objective of reestab-
lishing a population of 100 wolves in the wild and if
determined to be feasible. The criteria appearing on
page 2- 16 of the DEIS have been deleted.

Comment: “Drop that ‘up to’ [100 wolves for the
BRWRA and 20 wolves for the WSWRA] business
and go for the maximum number of individuals that
you are confident the release areas (both of them) can
accommodate. The inevitable mortalities associated
with this program will soon make up for any over-
shoot and meanwhile, more wolves will be gaining the
experience necessary to function fully in the wild.”
(1,034)

Response: We believe the recovery area gods are
reasonably based on the areas projected carrying
capacities, while the actual populations will fluctuate
above and below these levels over time. If our projec-
tions are far off - too high or too low - then the goals
could be revised under the adaptive management
approach of the Proposed Action.

Comment: The level of lega protection is too low.



Response: The legal protections afforded under the
proposed experimental population rule are considered
adequate. Except for narrowly defined exceptions,
killing of the wolves would be a violation of the ESA
and subject the offenders to severe penalties.

Comment: The land use restrictions are inadequate
to protect the wolves.

Response: In other areas of gray wolf recovery, eg.,
Montana, Minnesota, and Wisconsin, land use
restrictions have proven almost entirely unnecessary
for wolf recovery and such restrictions are counterpro-
ductive unless they are clearly needed.

Comment: Too much emphasis is given to conflicts
with ranchers and not enough to the biological needs
of the wolf.

Response: Potential conflicts with the livestock
industry represent a major obstacle to successful wolf
recovery; the emphasis on avoiding or mitigating these
conflicts is for the purpose of reducing illegal killing of
wolves (and increasing tolerance of wolf recovery by
the livestock industry), thereby enhancing the ability
of the wolf population to grow and sustain itself over
time.

Comment: Allowing grazing in the wolf recovery
areas will lead to wolf/rancher conflicts.

Response: Wolves and livestock grazing can co-exist;
cooperation between the wolf management agencies
and the livestock industry will minimize wolf/rancher
conflicts.

Comment: The provisions to kill and harass wolves
for protection of humans and livestock will be abused;
the numbers of breeding pairs required before this
could be alowed is too low.

Response: We anticipate some level of abuse of
provisions for taking wolves, but believe that extensive
public education and information efforts, as well as
strong law enforcement, will keep the abuse levels low.
The provisions on allowable take and harassment of
wolves are narrowly drawn so that they are only to be
used in ways that enhance wolf recovery, i.e., by
removing depredating wolves and by conditioning
wolves to generally avoid humans and livestock. On
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the question of the numbers of breeding pairs needed
before alowing harassment or killing, we should point
out that there is no minimum number before non-
lethal harassment is alowed. Non-lethal harassment
can benefit wolf recovery by negatively conditioning
wolves to humans and livestock. As far as the numbers
before alowing private killing of livestock on public
lands, under narrow conditions, we believe three
breeding pairs on the WSWRA and six pairs on the
BRWRA represent substantial progress toward recov-
ery objectives for the areas. Furthermore, the number
of wolves killed under this provision is expected to be
very few, if any, and of minor consequence to the
progress of wolf recovery once the prescribed number
of pairs has been reached.

Comment: The allowance of unavoidable or unin-
tentional take is unenforceable.

Response: We disagree. Notice of wolf locations will
be publicized. Hunters are responsible to identify their
targets before shooting so, with information and
education efforts, illegal hunting take should be low.
Information on how to avoid unintentional trapping
will be made available. The few trappers in these areas
will be on notice if they do trap a wolf that it likely
would not be considered “unavoidable or uninten-
tional.” The other area of expected unintended killing
of wolves is through roadkilling and we see little point
in making the unintended hitting of a wolf illegal.

Comment: Harassing or killing wolves on public
lands should not be allowed.

Response: Public lands are multiple use lands and the
limited harassment and killing of wolves alowed is
considered appropriate to protect the other uses and
to lead to successful wolf recovery in the long run.

Comment: Public lands ranchers will be put out of
business by the unacceptably high level of livestock
depredation, unless they are given more freedom to
kill wolves.

Response: Although it is possible that some ranchers
could be serioudly affected in a given year, evidence
from other areas where wolves and ranching co-exist
does not support the idea that ranchers on these
multiple-use public lands will be driven out of busi-
ness without greater ability to kill wolves.



Comment: Better definitions are needed of how
wolves impact game populations and how wolves
would conflict with a mgjor land use.

Response: The definition in the proposed experi-
mental population rule and Appendix G of the EIS of
“Impact on game populations in ways which may
further inhibit wolf recovery” is considered adequate
and was developed in cooperation with state game
management agencies. There was no definition of
“major land use conflict” and we have decided to drop
that from the Preferred Alternative and the final
experimental population rule, if one is needed. It is
vague and adequate management flexibility exists
under other Proposed Rule provisions.

Comment: It is not feasible to recapture and return
wolves. Wolves will disperse to where they are catego-
rized as endangered under the ESA.

Response: We disagree. In Minnesota and other
areas, the FWS and other agencies have many years
experience in trapping and translocating wolves.
Wolves that left the large Mexican wolf experimental
population area, and were known to have been part of
the experimental population, would not lose their
experimental status.

Suggested Alternative A Modifications

Comment: The Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area
should be definitely identified as the first area to be
used.

Response: Alternative A (the preferred aternative)
now identifies the BRWRA as the initiad reintroduc-
tion location.

Comment: White Sands reintroduction should
occur firgt, followed by the Blue Range if the wolves
are doing well. Lessons about wolf dispersal and
depredation control could be learned in a less volatile
setting; also, wild-adapted wolves from the WSWRA
could be used as reintroduction stock in the BRWRA,
perhaps paired up with wolves directly from the
captive population.

Response: All these points were considered in
deciding which area to use for the initial reintroduc-
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tion (see discussion in Chap. 2). One very important
consideration is that the objective of establishing 100
wolves in the wild could likely be accomplished on
the BRWRA; whereas, it amost certainly could not be
accomplished on the WSWRA. Considerable cost
savings would result if only one area is used.

Comment: White Sands is too barren and inad-
equate to support many wolves and should not be
presented as a stand aone option.

Response: The WSWRA is not presented as a stand
alone option in the FEIS.

Comment: Both areas should be used.

Response: Our revised proposal (Alternative A) calls
for both areas to be used only if the objective of 100
wolves cannot be achieved through reintroductions
into the BRWRA.

Comment: The BRWRA and the WSWRA should
be combined into one big wolf recovery area,

Response: We believe that it will probably be unnec-
essary to use both areas; however, if both areas are
ultimately used, they will managed as one population
(sometimes called a metapopulation) consisting of two
distinct subpopulations. Management of such a
population may include periodic exchanges of wolves
between the subpopulations.

Comment: “It appears to me that required release
into the primary recovery area of the BRWRA in the
later stages of the project would be counterproductive,
as this probably would amount to artificial invasion of
an aready occupied area. | believe this requirement
should be effective only in initial and intermediate
stages.” (1,804)

Response: We recognize that aggressive, even fatal,
encounters between wolves may occur if future releases
were conducted in areas already occupied by previ-
oudly reestablished wolves. If suitable release sites are
not available because the primary recovery zone is
fully occupied by re-established wolves, additional
releases may not be necessary. If, on the other hand,
additional releases are considered necessary at that
time, the FWS might propose an amendment to the



experimental population rule to establish release sites
elsawhere in the designated wolf recovery areas,

Comment: All BLM and State public lands around
the BRWRA should be added as part of the wolf
recovery area.

Response: The FWS established definite boundaries
around proposed wolf recovery areas as a mitigation
measure, primarily to reduce potential adverse effects
ofwolfreintroduction on the livestock industry.
Furthermore, we believe that lands surrounding the
BRWRA, which are managed by the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) or the States, provide generally
unsuitable habitat for wolf recovery. BLM and State
lands could be part of the unbounded recovery area
for wolves under Alternative C, if wolves found
suitable habitat there.

Comment: Big Bend Nationa Park should be added
to Alternative A.

Response: The capacity of this area to support wolves
is unknown, but it is apparent that it, alone, could

not support a viable population of wolves. It is close
to Mexico where the wolves could disperse beyond
U.S. protections. We consider Big Bend National
Park; and it sis close to large private ranch holdings in
the U.S. to be an inappropriate place to try to reintro-
duce a viable population without first securing the
cooperation of Mexico, consulting with private U.S.
land-owners, and then conducting a detailed feasihility

study.

Comment: Experimental status should not continue
indefinitely but should be evaluated and possibly
upgraded.

Response: This approach is theoretically possible, but
the FWS believes it would be counterproductive to
wolf recovery and has committed in the proposed
experimental population rule that it has no intention
of changing the designation.

Comment: Back roads should be closed in the areas
regardless of illegal wolf killing to avoid conflicts.
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Response: This would create unnecessary bad will
toward the wolf without adding a conservation
benefit.

Comment: For wolves that establish territories on
public lands outside the designated recovery areas, the
management approach should not be automatic
removal; instead, consultation should be entered into
with the land managers, similar to that provided for
private and tribal lands outside the designated recov-
ery areas. Also, allow for changes to the recovery areas
boundaries.

Response: A limited and defined area is considered
necessary to alow the wolf the highest degree of
acceptance and recovery and to alow the FWS and
cooperating agencies to plan for wolf management.
Allowing the recovery areas to expand out continually
would defeat this purpose. However, if we thought it
was important to survival and recovery of the reintro-
duced population, it is possible that after thorough
evaluation we could recommend changes to the
recovery area boundaries. These would have to be
proposed as an amendment to the experimental
population rule and be subject to formal agency and
public review under rulemaking procedures and the
National Environmental Policy Act.

Comment: Long range management plans are
needed, including dispersal corridors to other recovery
areas.

Response: The present proposal was developed to
achieve the current recovery objective, minimize
potential adverse effects of reintroducing Mexican
wolves, and enhance public acceptance of wolf recov-
ery. The establishment of corridors would require
acquisition of lands and/or easements and is consid-
ered outside the scope of this proposal. The Mexican
Wolf Recovery Team is currently developing long
range recovery objectives for inclusion in the revision
of the Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan.

Comment: “Permission for private parties to ‘take
[wolves] should d gndn an ‘unacceptable’ level of
livestock loss - not ssimply previous loss or injury.”
(550)

Response: After the initial population goals are
achieved (3 breeding pairs for WSWRA; 6 breeding
pairs for the BRWRA), any livestock depredation by



wolves should be cause for taking the offending
animals out of the population because depredation is a
learned behavior that wolves pass on to their young
and it is a very counterproductive behavior for wolf
recovery.

Comment: The point should be made that the
occurrence of natural recolonization would not
necessarily eiminate the need for any reintroduction
at al.

Response: Acknowledged, see additional language in
Alternative A under “Actions Associated with the
Alternative.”

Comment: A wider radius of public access restric-
tions around release pens should be used - two to four
miles; the radius should be on a case by case basis, not
specified in the rule.

Response: No basis for the larger area suggestion is
evident now, but if such a change proved necessary the
FWS could propose to amend the experimenta
population rule to increase the radius.

Other Comments on Alternative A

Comment: While Alternative C is preferable, Alter-
native A is more realistic.

Response: Comment acknowledged.

Comment: Reintroduction into the second recovery
area is necessary and feasible.

Response: The term “necessary” is used in the context
of achieving the reestablishment objective of 100
wolves; and the term “feasible” relates to potential
future management and biological constraints. There-
fore, it is premature to determine if the use of a second
recovery areais necessary or feasible.

Comment: How long would the population be
managed as experimental ?

Response: Until the Mexican wolf is taken off the
endangered species list and management authority is
returned to the states.

589

Public Comment Summary

Comment: On the criteria to be used to decide
whether to use both areas, the amount of funding and
size of the staff are the most important. “What would
occur if the project was not fully funded before and
during the reintroduction? Are al funds government
funds?’ (44)

Response: The reintroduction project would not
commence without adequate funding. The use of non-
federal funds to supplement federal appropriations
would be consistent with the current Administration’s
policies regarding partnership approaches to achieving
conservation objectives. Such an approach was used to
partidly fund the second reintroduction of wolves
into Central ldaho and Yellowstone National Park. It
is impossible to predict the FWS’s response to a
funding shortfall sometime during the reintroduction
project. It would depend upon the magnitude of the
fund shortfall and the degree of progress made toward
the wolf re-establishment objective. The responses
could range from terminating the project and recap-
turing al reintroduced wolves to alowing wolves to
remain in the recovery areas with some degree of
monitoring.

Comment: Feral dogs present a depredation prob-
lem, especidly near Whiteriver, AZ.

Response: Acknowledged; however, the Whiteriver
area is not within the designated BRWRA.

DEIS Alternative B: Based on specific decision
criteria, reintroduction of wolves, classified as
nonessential experimental, into the White Sands
Wolf Recovery Area or the Blue Range Wolf
Recovery Area, followed by a second reintroduc-
tion into the other area if necessary and feasible.
Wolf dispersal from the primary recovery zones
will be prevented.

Comments Favoring Alternative B

Comment: “l would prefer to see the Mexican wolf
confined to remote areas for at least 10- 15 years before
being allowed to range into areas of active hunting
and recreation” (3).

Response: No areas exist where hunting and recre-
ational activities are totally absent. The WSWRA



primary recovery zone does have limited hunting
activity and the BRWRA primary recovery zone has
both hunting and recreation.

Comment: This alternative is preferable because it is
least costly and has the lowest overall impact on
livestock and wild prey.

Response: We agree Alt. B has the lowest impact of
the reintroduction alternatives. It is least costly
overall, but on a per-wolf recovered basis it is more
expensive than Alternatives A and C and it does not
achieve the Recovery Plan godls.

Comment: “The intensity of wolf management
required by the FWS is highest which would provide
greater knowledge to the agency on issues evolving
from wolfreintroduction.” (3,556)

Response: We understand the point but believe that
the high level of wolf recapturing and translocation
under this alternative would be disruptive to the
wolves and the intensity of management would
probably not provide much information that would
serve the Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan god of re-
establishing an independently viable population.

Comment: “This plan seems to be the most viable
for the next five years.” ( 116) This alternative allows
evaluation to determine whether additional expansion
of the wolf population is appropriate.

Response: Comment acknowledged. Alternative A
also includes annua evaluation with a full review after
three and five years.

Criticisms of Alternative B

Comment: The limited wolf recovery area bound-
aries are objectionable and the areas are too small.
“The prevention of natural expansion goes against the
notion ofestablishing natural populations.” (6)

Response: Comments acknowledged.

Comment: The projected wolf numbers are too low
and don’'t meet the 1982 Recovery Plan goals; the low
population could be easily extirpated. The high
projected mortality rate is objectionable.
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Response: Comment acknowledged.

Comment: It will be impossible to confine the
wolves to the primary recovery zones. It is not feasible
to recapture and return wolves and it is too costly.

Response: We believe this could be accomplished
with adequate staffing and resources, but there would
be many instances of wolves ranging beyond the
primary recovery zones for a period of time until they
were recaptured.

Comment: The wolf should stay or: the “endan-
gered” list.

Response: The legal protections afforded under the
proposed experimental population rule are considered
adequate. Except for narrowly defined exceptions,
killing of the wolves would be a violation of the ESA
and subject the offenders to severe penalties.

Comment: The land use restrictions are inadequate.

Response: In other areas of gray wolf recovery, eg.,
Montana, Minnesota, and Wisconsin, land use
restrictions have proven amost entirely unnecessary
for wolf recovery and such restrictions are
counterproductive unless they are clearly needed.

Comment: “It represents a job half done and will
contribute to long term conflict in our communities
as these issues remain unsettled.” (18)

Response: Comment acknowledged.

Suggested Alternative B Modifications

Comment: Blue Range reintroduction should occur
first, followed by the White Sands if the wolves are
doing wdll.

Response: We believe that reintroduction must occur
on both areas for this alternative to contribute sub-
stantively to Mexican wolf recovery. Reintroductions
could occur on both areas simultaneously. However,
this is not the Preferred Alternative.

Comment: White Sands is too barren and inad-
equate to support many wolves and should not be
presented as a stand alone option.



Response: Large areas within the WSWRA, especidly
in the San Andres and Oscura Mountains, are not
barren. Studies have determined that habitats on
WSMR could support about 20 wolves. We are not
presenting the WSWRA as a stand alone option in
any of the aternatives.

Comment: If Alternative B is successful, then expand
it to Alternative A.

Response: Opportunities to assess the success of
Mexican wolf reintroduction are similar between
Alternatives A and B. If the reintroduction is initiated
under Alternative A, there would be no need to
expand the effort. In addition, opportunities to
terminate the project are similar between the two
aternatives, if the initial reintroduction is unsuccess-
ful. We see no clear advantage to phasing the project
as suggested.

DEIS Alternative C: Based on specific decision
criteria, reintroduction of wolves, classified as
endangered, into the White Sands Wolf Recovery
Area or the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area,
followed by a second reintroduction into the other
area if necessary and feasible. Wolves will receive
full protection under the Endangered Species Act.

Comments Favoring Alternative C

Comment: The low level of control and alowing
natural dispersa are good. Limiting the amount of
management and handling of wolves will be good for
the socia structure and wildness of the wolves; their
propensity to depredate may be less with this more
natural approach.

Response: Management and handling are considered
necessary for successful wolf recovery and have not
been shown in other areas to substantially affect social
structure, “wildness,” or depredation rates.

Comment: The wolf numbers and the speed of
recovery are good.

Response: Comment acknowledged.

Comment: The grazing restrictions will reduce wolf/
rancher conflicts.
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Response: We believe that restrictions on grazing
under the full-endangered dternative could increase
rather than reduce such conflicts. Rather than impos-
ing such restrictions, wolf recovery can be accom-
plished through extensive information and education
efforts and effective response to reports of depreda-
tion.

Comment: The potentiad land use restrictions under
Alternative C as far as reducing grazing if it conflicts
with wolf recovery are good measures in themselves
and should be supported regardiess of whether wolf
recovery OCCurs.

Response: We do not see the Mexican wolf recovery
program as an appropriate vehicle for imposing

grazing reductions or other land use restrictions that
are not strictly necessary to accomplish wolf recovery.

Comment: Wolves are the best judges of what is
suitable wolf habitat. It is not feasible to recapture and
return wolves under Alternatives A and B.

Response: Humans have to play a mgor role in
deciding what is suitable wolf habitat from a human
perspective because some areas the wolves may choose,
e.g. next to a private sheep operation, are likely to
increase conflicts with humans. We believe it is
appropriate to trap and translocate wolves in these
sorts of circumstances.

Comment: These captive-raised wolves will need full
protection as they re-adjust to the wild.

Response: The first animals reintroduced from
captivity would most likely show some “un-wild”
behaviors and therefore would be most in need of
management, rather than a mostly hands-off approach
as required under full-ESA protection.

Comment: This is the most cost-effective
dternative.

Response: Comment acknowledged.

Comment: Full ESA protection is important in view
of state/local legidation against reintroduction.

Response: Under the experimental nonessential
approach, the FWS would adopt a federal regulation



known as the Mexican Wolf Experimental Population
Rule (Appendix C). This regulation and the other
applicable provisions of the ESA would preempt
conflicting local/state legidation.

Comment: The federa government should keep this
level of “endangered” protection.

Response: As with the Yéelowstone and central Idaho
reintroductions, we believe full-endangered status
reduces management flexibility compared to experi-
mental nonessential

Comment: This aternative means less illegal killing
will result.

Response: This is very difficult to predict, but more
illegal killing may result if greater resentment against
the wolf results from the higher level of protection.

Comment: C is better than A and B because it will
not be possible to distinguish “nonessential experi-
mental” wolves from wild wolves; this aternative will
facilitate natural recolonization as well as reintroduc-
tion with the least harassment of the wolves.

Response: Under Alt.s A and B, any wolf that is
found within the large experimental population area
will be subject to management under the experimental
population rule, i.e., there will not be two types of
wolves in that area. The likelihood of breeding popu-
lations of wild wolves appearing in the designated
recovery areas appears extremely low, but the FWS
likely would continue to research and support this
possibility regardless of which aternative is chosen.

Criticisms of Alternative C

Comment: This alternative is not politically feasible.
“1 do not believe this plan will work because | believe
it will receive too much opposition from ranchers and
land owners who live nearby.....it is important to
appease their views as much as possible while till
ensuring the successful release of wolves into the
wild.” (14)

Response: Comment acknowledged.
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Comment: This dternative alows the FWS much
less management flexibility, for example, in addressing
wolf impacts on its prey species.

Response: We agree.

Comment: This aternative could be the most
expensive in the long run because the FWS may need
to do a lot more to protect wolves from rura people
who don’'t have recourse to protect their livestock.

Response: We recognize this possibility; the cost
estimates are approximations and we fedl the lack of
flexibility under Alt. C could drive costs higher
eventually.

Comment: “Wolves that leave the dispersa areas
would likely get killed.” (397)

Response: We agree that this could occur, but are not
sure whether there would be more illegal killing under
this alternative, in or out of the designated recovery
areas.

Suggested Alternative C Modifications
Comment: Both recovery areas should be used.

Response: Wolf dispersal would be unrestricted
under this alternative. Wolves would eventually
discover and occupy suitable habitats in the region.
Additional reintroductions would significantly
increase project costs.

Comment: The Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area
should be definitely identified as the first area to be
used.

Response: Alternative C has been revised and the
BRWRA has been identified as the only area for wolf
reintroduction.

Comment: The recovery areas should be expanded in
the future.

Response: This would not be necessary under Alter-
native C because there would be no definite bound-
aries on where the wolves could disperse to under this
aternative. The main significance of the recovery areas



under this aternative is just to designate where the
wolves would be initially released.

Comment: Wolves should also be reintroduced
under this aternative into Big Bend National Park.

Response: The capacity of this area to support wolves
is unknown, but it is apparent that it, alone, could
not support a viable population of wolves. It is close
to Mexico where the wolves could disperse beyond
U.S. protections. We consider Big Bend National Park
to be an inappropriate place to try to reintroduce a
viable population without first securing the coopera-
tion of Mexico and then conducting a detailed
feasibility study.

Comment: It should include recapture and return to
recovery aress.

Response: Then the alternative would be much more
like Alternative A. The problem is that, except for
cases of depredation or threats to human safety, the
routine recapture and return of the animas would be
inconsistent with their full-endangered status.

Comment: The aternative needs to more clearly cal
for land use restrictions and elimination of predator
control devices in the wolf recovery areas.

Response: We believe that under this aternative
these sorts of restriction would more likely be im-
posed, but the actua imposition would be pursuant
to consultations under section 7 of the ESA and
cannot be predetermined exactly here.

Comment: “Could some hybrid ruling/aternative be
proposed, i.e.,, wolves are endangered within the
primary recovery zones and nonessentia/experimental
beyond?’ (46)

Response: This is an interesting idea but seems to
conflict with the guidelines for establishing experi-
mental populations and would be confusing in
implementation.

Comment: This aternative should be implemented
first and then a transition made to experimental
nonessential if the population becomes established.
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Response: We bdieve that the success or failure of
efforts to recover the Mexican wolf depends more on
the level of rura public acceptance than the classifica
tion (experimental vs. endangered) of the re-estab-
lished population. It is not clear that recovery would
be more successful if wolves were reintroduced with
endangered species status.

Comment: This aternative should be used but with
dlowance for ranchers to shoot wolves in the act of
killing livestock.

Response: This would conflict with ESA full endan-
gered status.

Comment: This alternative should be used if taking

of wolves becomes too much of a problem under
Alt. A.

Response: Law enforcement against illega killing
would be expected to be just as vigorous under Ah. A
as under Alt. C. The main difference in terms of lega
killing of wolves by private parties under Alt. A is for
cases of actual observed depredation by wolves on
livestock. If legal killing of livestock-taking wolves is
SO excessive as to prevent wolf recovery, then it may
not be feasible to recover Mexican wolves in areas that
have livestock.

Other Comments on Alternative C

Comment: On page 4-39, what is meant by “limited
control of wolves that kill livestock” under full ESA
protection?

Response: As stated on page 2-34 of the DEIS under
Mitigation Measures for Alternative C, individual
depredating full-endangered wolves could be con-
trolled only pursuant to a permit so long as the action
enhanced the subspecies survival, 16 USC sec.
1539(a)(1)(A).

Comment: “If history is any indication, the potential
for man-wolf conflicts will be no greater under this
option versus options A and B.” (94)



Response: We believe the nonessential experimental
approach does offer more flexibility co address and
reduce these conflicts.

DEIS Alternative D: No action/natural
recolonization.

Comments Favoring Alternative D

Comment: Reintroduction will not work and is not
justified, so No Action is the best approach.

* Response: Comment acknowledged.

Comment: “l believe this is the best plan because: a.
The wolves would truly be wild, b. These wolves
already know how to survive, c. This is less interfer-
ence with the wolves, d. The cost is less, e. The
wolves fear of manisaready instilled.” (4 1)

Response: We generally agree that these are favorable
atributes to have in wolves; the problem is the lack of
evidence that Mexican wolves ill exist in any num-
bers and could actually come back on their own.

Comment: Money would be better spent researching
the wolves continued existence in Mexico rather than
reintroducing them.

Response: Field surveys to determine the status of
Mexican wolves in the wild in Mexico were conducted
in 1994 and 1995. No confirmed evidence of the
existence of wild wolves was found. Similar surveys
will continue in 1996. If populations of wild Mexican
wolves large enough to cause the recolonization of
histqric wolf habitats in the United States existed in
Mexico, we believe that considerably more evidence of
their existence would be apparent.

Criticisms of Alternative D

Comment: Even if it does occur, natural
recolonization will be too dow to ensure Mexican
wolf recovery. There is no confirmation that a wild
population exists, let alone evidence of recolonization;
this approach ignores the FWS’s duty to recover the
subspecies. “It is critical to proceed with reintro-
duction now.” ( 18)

594

Public Comment Summary

Response: We generaly agree.

Comment: Choosing this aternative increases the
likelihood of illegal wolf releases by radical pro wolf
activists.

Response: Comment acknowledged.

Comment: “The captive breeding program is largely
wasted if wolves can't be reintroduced.” (550)

Response: If reintroduction did not occur, the
program would preserve the Mexican wolf for public
viewing and education in zoos and wildlife parks.

Comment: Big 